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Executive	  Summary	  and	  
Concise	  Statement	  of	  Accomplishments	  
 
Technical Assistance for the revision of the Conservation Agreement for the Spring Mountains National Recreation 
Area was cooperative agreement between the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the Board of Regents of 
the Nevada System of Higher Education. The cooperator was the Public Lands Institute (PLI) of the University of 
Nevada, Las Vegas (UNLV) working directly with staff of the USFWS Southern Nevada Field Office and the U.S. 
Forest Service’s (USFS) Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest. The mechanism of cooperation was a Cooperative 
Ecosystem Studies Unit (CESU) Task Agreement. The purpose of the project was to provide technical assistance to 
the USFWS in revising the 1998 Conservation Agreement among the USFWS, USFS, and the State of Nevada for 
the Spring Mountains National Recreation Area. This effort provided technical assistance in the areas listed below, 
which this report summarizes. 
 
1. Coordination and preparation of materials for meetings. 
2. Advice and concurrent technical review of document. 
3. Informational research and information gathering on specific elements of the revised conservation 
agreement and strategy.  
 
Background	  and	  History	  
	  
The original Conservation Agreement for the Spring Mountains National Recreation Area (NRA) was finalized in 
1998, and remained in effect for ten years plus allowed extensions until signing of an updated agreement. This 
Conservation Agreement is considered one of the principal guiding documents in the cooperative management of 
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rare endemics and native species to which the Spring Mountains are host. The document’s purpose is to provide 
long-term protection for these species. In the thirteen years since the signing of the 1998 Conservation Agreement, 
original tasks had been completed; more information became available as a result of research and monitoring studies 
and completion of a landscape assessment conducted for the Spring Mountains NRA1; species and habitat needs had 
changed; and the agency direction and priorities had been updated. Therefore, it was expected that creation of a 
2011 document would require substantial revision of the original. At the time of initiation of this Task Agreement, 
the signatory entities had already completed a comprehensive process to re-visit, research, and agree upon a list of 
species to be covered by the new 2011 Conservation Agreement. The USFWS and USFS had also established a 
general framework of topics, and decided that the 2011 Conservation Agreement would be divided into two separate 
documents: (1) the Agreement and (2) a Strategy that defined the goals and recommended actions most appropriate 
to conserving the Conservation Agreement-covered species and their habitats. In this way, the strategic effort could 
be more flexible and updateable over time without requiring the need for the Agreement portion to be re-signed. The 
Strategy portion would also include information about how it was to be managed, informed by outcomes, and 
adapted over time.  
 
Jennell M. Miller (UNLV-PLI), the Task Agreement’s principal investigator, entered the project at the phase where 
the future signatory entities had finalized the revised Species List, and the USFWS and USFS had selected draft 
topics and a variety of draft strategic actions drawing upon information within the 1998 Conservation Agreement, a 
landscape assessment conducted for the Spring Mountains NRA,1 and staff knowledge. It remained to fully develop 
the Conservation Agreement, to identify an organizational structure for the Strategy, and to systematically ensure 
that goals, recommended actions, and operational direction were present and clearly written to meet the overarching 
purpose of the document to aid in the conservation of its covered species. Finally, both the Conservation Agreement 
and its Strategy were to meet the needs and abilities (concerning the covered species) of the signatory agencies. 
	  
Technical	  Assistance	  Provided	  
	  
Bulleted items, indicated throughout this document with the ► symbol are included in the Technical Assistance for 
the revision of the Conservation Agreement for the Spring Mountains National Recreation Area binder that 
accompanies this report. 
 
Part	  1	  Coordination	  and	  preparation	  of	  materials	  for	  meetings	  
	  
J. Miller was asked to attend and participate in all core-team meetings for the revision of the 1998 Conservation 
Agreement in an advisory and technical-assistance-providing capacity. Initially, the decision-making members of 
this team were Amy LaVoie (USFS) and Jennifer Brickey (USFS). Later, in 9/2010, Corey Kalstrom (USFWS) 
replaced Amy LaVoie when she changed position within the USFWS. All meetings were working meetings wherein 
the core team worked side-by-side reviewing information, suggesting and discussing additions and revisions to the 
documents, and establishing homework assignments for completion outside of the meeting. For the purposes of 
organization, the team agreed that J. Miller would be responsible for maintaining the master copy of the draft 2011 
Conservation Agreement and an archive of its iterations over time. The scope of work for this Task Agreement 
concluded on 6/30/2011; the versions of the Conservation Agreement and Strategy dated 6/30/2011 were delivered 
electronically to the core-team members on that date. During each meeting, J. Miller projected the electronic 
                                                
1  ENTRIX,	  Inc.	  2008.	  Spring	  Mountains	  National	  Recreation	  Area	  Landscape	  Analysis.	  Unpublished	  report	  submitted	  to	  USDA	  
Forest	  Service	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  National	  Forest,	  Las	  Vegas,	  Nevada. 
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working document onto a screen, and entered, revised, and saved the changes collaboratively developed and agreed 
upon during the meeting. Because J. Miller was engaged in inputting changes to the working document, J. Brickey 
captured meeting minutes for each core-team meeting. J. Miller was responsible for providing detailed 
documentation (see Attachment	  1) of larger group meetings that included the staffs of the USFS and the State of 
Nevada, which A. LaVoie and J. Brickey co-led. J. Miller also documented summaries of comments and core team 
responses (see Attachment	  2). 
	  
CORE-­‐TEAM	  MEETING	  OVERVIEW	  
	  
The core team meetings listed below were attended and participated in during the course of this Task Agreement. 
Meeting length ranged from half-to-full days. Next to each date listed below are meeting-focus summaries that 
review each meetings’ purpose and provide highlights of J. Miller’s updates and assignments. This report documents 
technical assistance provided by UNLV. Therefore, these summaries do not represent formal minutes for these 
meetings and do not describe the assignments and participation of all team members, which was extensive. For this 
reason, the briefs below should not be posted on the Internet or otherwise re-distributed electronically. 
 
01/12/2010 Meeting	  Focus:	   	  Discuss and begin to document a workable draft framework for the Conservation 
Agreement. Following the meeting, J. Miller was asked to draft language under each of the identified 
Agreement headings using and updating content from the 1998 Conservation Agreement and other 
applicable documents. J. Miller was also asked to develop an outline structure, including document 
design, for the Strategy that would clearly organize all of its anticipated elements. Informational 
research on Oreohelix handi, Oreohelix jaegeri, Draba brachystylis, Boechera (Arabis) nevadensis 
was requested. 
 
02/09/2010 Meeting	   Focus: Review and edit J. Miller’s draft Agreement language and proposed document 
design and organizational scheme/format for the Strategy. Begin work on Vegetation Management 
actions within the Strategy. Following the meeting, J. Miller was asked to re-format the Strategy as 
proposed, refine Vegetation Management text, identify examples of existing vegetation management 
plans, and continue informational research on selected species. 
 
03/04/2010 Meeting	   Focus Review and incorporate all assignment work and revise the following Strategy 
sections: Concentrated Use Areas, Wild Horses and Burros, Caves and Climbing Areas, and 
Developed Campgrounds and Trailheads. J. Miller provided copies of existing vegetation plans, 
many of which were also identified by A. LaVoie. Following the meeting, J. Miller was asked to  
refine text developed at today’s meeting, identify concepts and language for the introductory text of 
each section, re-visit specified portions in the Conservation Agreement, and continue informational 
research on selected species. 
 
03/23/2010 Meeting	   Focus:	   	  Review and incorporate all assignment work and revise the following Strategy 
sections: Snow Play, Private Lands, and Springs and Riparian Areas. J. Miller provided an update 
on mountain snail informational research, including contact with subject-matter expert Mark Ports; 
language added to the Conservation Agreement; and a proposed restructuring of the Cave and 
Climbing topic. Following the meeting, J. Miller was asked to create specific conservation actions 
for mountain snails and bat species, citing State Wildlife Action Plan and Bat Conservation Plan; 
refine text developed at today’s meeting, and work towards development of a biological summaries 
for the four species. 
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04/23/2010 Meeting	   Focus:	   Review and incorporate all assignment work and revise the following Strategy 
sections: Data Management, System Roads, and System Non-motorized Trails. J. Miller presented 
and discussed draft species reports for the mountain snails, O. handi and O. jaegeri. She suggested 
conservation action elements for bats and mountain snails. This information was ultimately reflected 
in the following recommended actions within the 6/30/2011 version of the Strategy: Bats – 2.1|B.2 
and 2.2|C; Mountain Snails – 9.2|B.1. Following the meeting, J. Miller was asked to reorganize 
content into a logical order within System Non-motorized Trails; obtain an electronic copy of 
Adaptive Management Guidelines for Recreation in the Southern California Forest Plan; identify 
areas throughout the topics developed so far in which to inject these adaptive management 
guidelines; refine bat and snail action items; and finalize mountain snail biological summaries and 
continue informational research on the remaining plant species. 
 
05/14/2010 Meeting	   Focus:	   	   Review and incorporate all assignment work; revisit Vegetation Management, 
Caves and Climbing, and Springs and Riparian Systems to prepare for USFS management review 
prior distributing to participating review staff from the State of Nevada. J. Miller incorporated 
references to the adaptive management recreation guidelines throughout the Strategy and included 
the full text of the protocol, with slight adaption, in an appendix. This information was ultimately 
reflected in Appendix 3	   of the 6/30/2011 version of the Strategy. She re-organized both System 
Roads and System Non-motorized Trails to be consistent with one another and ensured that bat 
species needs were addressed in Caves and Climbing, Vegetation Management, and Fire. Following 
the meeting, J. Miller was asked to create a abridged Strategy document for the Managers’ review; to 
contact Chris Lowery (USGS) regarding latest findings on Palmer’s chipmunk; include bat 
conservation actions in Springs and Riparian Areas; and to locate information on Bochera (Arabis) 
nevadensis by contacting Jim Morefield (Nevada Natural Heritage Program; NNHP). 
	  
06/02/2010 Meeting	   Focus:	   	   Review and incorporate assignment work and feedback from USFS Managers; 
begin drafting two new sections: Consultation Process and Annual Accomplishments/Adaptive 
Management. J. Miller reported on communications with C. Lowery and his pending Palmer’s 
chipmunk report; she added to existing draft conservation actions for bats based on Solvesky and 
Chambers (2008) and in alignment with the State Wildlife Action Plan and Bat Conservation Plan; 
and reported that she corresponded about Bochera (Arabis) nevadensis with J. Morefield who 
indicated that he had not obtained any recent information on this species and that NNHP has the one 
entry of historic sighting information and, accordingly, that it would not be possible to complete a 
biological summary for this species, nor Draba brachystylis, because not enough information was 
available/accessible from which to develop summaries. Following the meeting, J. Miller was asked 
to draft an adaptive management rationale and process with possible action items; finalize mountain 
snail summaries with agency input; and contact Don Sada, Ph.D. (Desert Research Institute) about 
the relationship between species diversity and construction of spring exclosures. 
	  
06/22/2010 Meeting	   Focus:	   	  Review and incorporate assignment work; finalize review version of Vegetation 
Management; revisit Snow Play, Special Uses, and Monitoring; and identify appropriate topic areas 
for previously unspecified action items. J. Miller presented draft overall Strategy adaptive 
management language, including action items; provided mountain snail biological descriptions as-is 
since agency specialists did not have time to review and comment (see Attachment	   3); provided 
updates on communications with C. Lowery and D. Sada. Following the meeting, J. Miller was 
asked to refine Vegetation Management language revised during today’s meeting; update the 
abridged  Conservation Agreement and Strategy documents for Managers’ review; refine wording in 
the Adaptive Management section and create an accompanying graphic; create population overlays 
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of wild horses and burros and springs and riparian areas (see Attachment	  3); and begin to review 
published literature and agency reports to reference under any draft action item, as time permits. 
	  
07/15/2010 Meeting	  Focus:	  	  Discussion of literature/reports to reference in the Strategy. J. Miller was asked to 
continue working on assignments from the previous meetings. 
	  
07/28/2010	   Meeting	   Focus:  (Telephone meeting)	   Discussion of published literature and agency reports 
identified by J. Miller to reference in the Strategy. J. Miller was asked to continue working on 
assignments from the previous meetings. 
	  
07/28/2010	   Conference	  call	  with	  Nevada	  Department	  of	  Wildlife	  and	  Nevada	  Natural	  History	  Program	  	  
	   (See Attachment	  1 for full meeting summary). 
	  
09/08/2010 Meeting	  Focus:	  	  Discuss comments provided on 9-07-2010 by Nevada State staff, Jennifer Newmark 
(Nevada Natural Heritage Program) and Cris Tomlinson (Nevada Department of Wildlife), and 
revise the documents based on their comments. J. Miller suggested and initiated a “reconciliation 
memo” style document to organize all comments, edits, and responses for future communications 
with reviewers (see Attachment	  2). Following the meeting, J. Miller was to refine language added to 
the Strategy at today’s meeting; continue communications with C. Lowery; continue work on the 
Adaptive Management section of the Strategy; locate and add common names used in the recent past 
in the Species List table; design a draft “species indirectly covered table” that lists “tier 3 species,” 
actions that benefit them, and any other management plans that cover them.  
	  
10/13/2010 Meeting	   Focus:	   	  Review and incorporate assignment work and perform a final review of existing 
sections and determine which sections still need to be created for the final review draft for agency 
personnel. J. Miller presented a draft “species indirectly covered table” to complete as action items 
were finalized; this information was ultimately contained within Table A-2 in Appendix 2 of the 
6/30/2011 version of the Strategy. Following the meeting, J. Miller was asked to refine language 
added to the Strategy at today’s meeting; finalize the Adaptive Management section of the Strategy; 
revise introductory paragraphs to the Data Management and Inventory and Monitoring sections 
within the Strategy; ensure species names are used consistently throughout the document; and ensure 
the References section is up to date. 
 
11/30/2010	   Extended	  Team	  Meeting	  (Core	  Team	  plus	  USFS	  Staff	  and	  Management).	  
 (See Attachment	  1 for full meeting summary).	  
	  
01/11/2011	   Meeting	  Focus:	  USFS Managers’ Meeting to provide core team with comments on the review draft. 
Changes were made directly to the working documents and not recorded separately.  
	  
01/26/2011 Meeting	   Focus:	   	  Revise the Strategy based upon feedback provided during the 01/11/2011 USFS 
Managers’ Meeting. J. Miller presented the revisions she made following the meeting for approval. J 
Miller also began to organize all comments, edits, and responses for future communications with 
reviewers in a “reconciliation memo”-style document. Following the meeting, J. Miller was asked to 
complete the suggested organizational changes to the document and to complete the comment and 
response document (see Attachment	  2). 
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02/10/2011 Meeting	  Focus:	  	  Continue to revise the Strategy based upon feedback provided during the 
01/11/2011 USFS Managers’ Meeting; revisit the organization of the Conservation Agreement; and 
review and discuss the Implementation section of the Strategy. Following the meeting, J. Miller was 
asked to prepare an updated review version of the Conservation Agreement and Strategy for USFS 
Managers’ review, and to update the Extended Team Comment and Response document. 
	  
02/17/2011 Meeting	   Focus:	   	   Discuss and document language for the Coordination Process section of the 
Conservation Agreement. 
	  
03/30/2011 Meeting	   Focus:	   	   Review comments received on the latest revisions and to draft a method of 
addressing the Mt. Charleston blue butterfly changed listing status.   
	  
04/05/2011 Meeting	   Focus:	   	   Discuss and document language for the Coordination Process section of the 
Conservation Agreement. Also in attendance were Kimberly O’Connor (USFS), Tiffany Parsons 
(USFWS), and Leilani Takano (USFWS). J. Miller was asked to refine text captured at today’s 
meeting and distribute to participants via e-mail. 
	  
04/25/2011 Meeting	   Focus:	   Discuss and document language for the Coordination Process section of the 
Conservation Agreement. J. Miller was asked to refine text captured at today’s meeting and 
distribute to participants via e-mail.  
 
05/13/2011 Meeting	  Focus:	  Discussion among the core team and Kimberly O’Connor (USFS), Tiffany Parsons 
(USFWS), and Leilani Takano (USFWS) regarding document language for the Coordination 
Process section of the Conservation Agreement, specific subtopics are candidate species and 
conferencing; review Mt. Charleston blue recommended action items. Following the meeting, J. 
Miller was asked to draft a table to organize all actions listed throughout the Strategy that would be 
applicable to Mt. Charleston Blue, the 2011 status of these actions, and expected implementation. 
The draft table was refined with the assistance of J. Brickey and ultimately became Table 10.1 
within the Strategy version 06/30/2011.	  
 
06/07/2011 Meeting	   Focus:	   Continued discussion among the core team and Kimberly O’Connor (USFS), 
Tiffany Parsons (USFWS), and Leilani Takano (USFWS) to continue to discuss and document 
language for the Coordination Process section of the Conservation Agreement, and review Mt. 
Charleston blue recommended action items. Following the meeting, J. Brickey will work with J. 
Miller to ensure that all citations referencing the General Management Plan for the Spring 
Mountains NRA2 (GMP) within the Strategy are appropriate, that none are missing, and that no 
recommended action item conflicts with the GMP. 
 
06/27/2011 Meeting	  Focus: Discussion among the core team and Kimberly O’Connor (USFS), Tiffany Parsons 
(USFWS), and Leilani Takano (USFWS) to finalize the Coordination Process section of the 
Conservation Agreement. 
 
                                                
2	  	  USDA	  Forest	  Service	  (USFS).	  1996.	  General	  Management	  Plan	  for	  the	  Spring	  Mountains	  National	  Recreation	  Area:	  An	  
Amendment	  to	  the	  Land	  and	  Resource	  Management	  Plan,	  Toiyabe	  National	  Forest;	  1996.	  Ogden,	  UT:	  Intermountain	  Region.	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J. Brickey and J. Miller also met and worked together frequently outside of the core-team meetings on 
approximately a bi-weekly basis starting in May 2011 to fine-tune language within all parts of the draft 2011 
Conservation Agreement and Strategy for clarity and accuracy, and to address additional invited comments provided 
by agency staff and selected individuals that arose.  
 
 Attachment 1: Meeting Summaries  
• 08/10/2010 Meeting Summary: Spring Mountains National Recreation Area Conservation Agreement 
Revision − Meeting between the Core Team and Nevada Department of Wildlife and Nevada Natural 
History Program.  
• 11/30/2010 Meeting Summary: Spring Mountains National Recreation Area Conservation Agreement 
Revision − Meeting between the Core Team and an Extended USFS Team. 
  
 Attachment 2: Comment and Response Summaries 
• Spring Mountains National Recreation Area Conservation Agreement Revision: Summary of Nevada 
Department of Wildlife and Nevada Natural Heritage Program Comments on Sub-topics 3, 7, and 8 in 
Review Draft AND Core Team Responses. Updated: 06-30-2011 
• Spring Mountains National Recreation Area Conservation Agreement Revision: Summary of USFS 
Comments and Core Team Responses. Updated: 06-30-2011 
	  
Part	  2	  Advice	  and	  concurrent	  technical	  review	  of	  the	  2011	  Conservation	  Agreement	  and	  Strategy	  
	  
As described in Project 1, above, J. Miller attended and participated in core-team meetings in an advisory and 
technical-assistance-providing capacity. In this role, she provided advice and technical review concurrent with 
document development to result in the 06/30/2011 version of the draft 2011 Conservation Agreement and Strategy. 
To date, the Conservation Agreement and Strategy documents are not finalized; they are awaiting formal review, 
approval, and signature by the signatory entities. Highlights of UNLV-PLI input over the course of document 
development are summarized within the meeting briefs listed under Part 1 (above). Concurrent technical review also 
occurred during the course of homework assignments that took place outside of the meeting. Additional advice 
resulted from Part 3. Informational Research (below). 
 
Part	  3	  Informational	  Research	  
	  
The majority of informational research for this project developed dynamically at the meetings and involved tasks 
such as locating agency reports and aligning report recommendations with recommended actions for the 
corresponding topic; verifying selected recommended actions within the literature; aligning Goals, Standards, and 
Objectives from the GMP within appropriate recommended actions; and identifying other conservation plans that 
provide measures for species “indirectly covered.” Identified reports and literature were distributed in hardcopy to 
members of the core team throughout the project period. Appropriate, approved recommendations from these 
materials were added into the Strategy and cited accordingly. The citations added were then listed within the 
References section of the Strategy. An associated task was aligning the recommended actions with species to create 
a table that linked each covered species with the recommended actions that benefit them. Recommendations were 
made for the species indirectly covered but these remain to be verified by subject-matter experts within the Nevada 
Department of Wildlife and the Nevada Natural History Program.  
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The core team also asked for some specific informational research. The first included summaries of the known 
biological information about two species of mountain snails, which were initiated by a USFS employee and 
substantially added to and completed by J. Miller. The second was a map showing wild horse territories overlaid 
with springs/streams within the Spring Mountains NRA. This map was reviewed in relation to Vegetation/Habitat 
Management (which subsequent to early versions included spring and riparian-related actions) and Wild Horses and 
Burros topics within the Strategy. These three documents are provided in Attachment	  3.   
 
The results of Part 3, as with Parts 1 and 2, included input and direction from the core team and were ultimately 
reflected within the 2011 Conservation Agreement and Strategy drafts dated 6/30/2011, which has been delivered 
separately to core-team members as noted above. 
 
 Attachment 3: Formal Informational Research  
• Mountain Snail Summaries: Oreohelix handi, Oreohelix jaegeri 
• Map of Wild Horse Territories and Springs/Streams within Spring Mountains NRA 
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Spring Mountains National Recreation Area  
Conservation Agreement Revision  
 
Summary of the Meeting for the Between the Core Team and  
Nevada Department of Wildlife and Nevada Natural History Program 
08/05/2010 
 
Participants 
Jennifer Brickey (USFS); Amy LaVoie (USFWS); Jennell Miller (UNLV); *Jennifer Newmark 
(Heritage); and *Cris Tomlinson  (NDOW). *via conference call. 
 
 
Action Items 
 State reviews draft SMNRA CA document and provide comments by 9/03/2010 based on the 
discussion herein. 
 USFS and USFWS continue to develop the remaining sections of the SMNRA CA and make 
revisions discussed herein. 
 
 
Summary 
Amy opened the meeting, introduced participants, and explained the meeting’s purpose as follows: To 
review and discuss the updated Spring Mountains NRA Conservation Agreement (SMNRA CA) revision 
and its overall format and content, with particular focus on the Strategy portion, including the species list 
and selected subtopics. A PDF of these materials, which were prepared by Amy and Jennifer B. with the 
assistance of Jennell, was e-mailed prior to the meeting. Cris and Jennifer N. were invited to provide any 
and all comments they wished either during the meeting or at a later date. It was also emphasized that the 
current document contained only a subset of the Sub-topics listed within the table of contents, but that the 
full document would be provided to the State for review and comment.  
 
Amy noted that USFS and FWS managers reviewed a previous iteration of the current document resulting 
in the direction that actions be more clearly correlated with the species covered by the agreement. The 
version sent to Jennifer and Cris reflected those revisions. Similar revisions will be made to the remaining 
sub-topics, which were not provided for this meeting. Amy and Jennifer B. wanted the State to be able to 
see the general approach that was being taken. If a different approach is desired, it would be best to know 
now so that adjustments can be made before extensive time is invested in revising the remaining sub-
topics. If Jennifer and Cris concur with the approach and level of specificity of actions shown in the 
current document, revisions will proceed with along the same vein. 
 
Overall Impressions 
Both Cris and Jennifer N. will need additional time to review the draft document. Jennifer N. noted that 
the outlines for the Agreement and Strategy portions look good. She also indicated that listing the species 
connected with each action makes for a lot of repetition, but it is appropriate and it makes the connections 
obvious, which will be easier for the reader. She likes this approach. Cris noted that he didn’t see much 
content on the monitoring of species in general. Both Jennifer N. and Cris requested specific review 
deadlines. 
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Document “Walk-through” 
Amy and Jennifer B. provided an overview of the draft document requesting that Cris and Jennifer N. feel 
free to insert any comments/suggestions they might have at any time. 
 
The Agreement and Strategy are the two major sections of the overall document. The Agreement portion 
is expected to be maintained as a static document; it is the portion that includes the signatures. The 
Strategy portion is presented after the signatures; it includes all the conservation objectives and actions, 
and is more flexible in that it can be changed as needs/issues change over time. As of today, the 
Agreement portion is more complete than the Strategy portion.  
 
—2010 SMNRA CA Agreement Portion— 
 
The narrative within the Agreement portion describes the geographic scope (Part A), addresses the 
purpose of the Spring Mountains NRA Act (Part B), and provides information about the Spring 
Mountains General Management Plan (Part C), which is the guiding document of the USFS in managing 
the Recreation Area. There is text describing the original agreement and the role of this document in 
superseding it (Parts D and E). Strategic Goals and Sub-topics are listed (Part F) for which the Strategy 
will provide the full listing of Sub-topics, Objectives, and Actions, and provide context for them. It was 
noted that the State has already seen these goals previously, and no major changes have been made.  
 
Annual accomplishments (Part G) are summarized for which a set process is described within the Strategy 
to ensure accountability. It is important to managers that progress is demonstrated and documented within 
some form of update or informal review occurring on an annual basis (e.g., new species concerns? How 
are we progressing?) A 5-year review will be more formal. USFWS and USFS have also discussed the 
possibility of having a symposium every 3-5 years for agency staff and invited researchers to present 
work pertinent to the Strategy. The symposium could be suggested within the Strategy portion, but it 
would not be stated as a requirement in the Agreement portion because it would be discretionary and 
depend on funding. Cris indicated that actions related to documenting/describing annual accomplishments 
will be an important feature in keeping the Agreement and Strategy on track. 
 
The Federal managers had also requested that the Coordination Process (i.e., project review between FS 
and FWS) be clearly outlined within the Strategy and mentioned within the Agreement (Part H). There is 
a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the FS and FWS focused on the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) process for the overall Humboldt-Toiyabe Forest (i.e., more extensive than for just the Spring 
Mountains NRA) but which is pertinent to this CA. The MOA does not adequately address species that 
are not covered by ESA; this Agreement, then, clarifies which species should be covered in the Spring 
Mountains NRA. The State is usually not engaged during NEPA. Cris and Jennifer N. stated that, in the 
past, the State was involved in the planning process through the yearly CA meetings. These meetings 
were discontinued several years ago. The State was invited to provide input on how they would prefer to 
be involved in species management.  
 
The Authorities and Recitals section (Part I) is a standard listing of the documents that authorize the 
parties to enter into this CA. The current version includes State authorities, but Jennifer N. and Cris 
should review to ensure that nothing has been left out. The NEPA section (Part J) provides standard 
language about NEPA should any projects arise from this CA that require NEPA. NEPA is not required 
for the CA itself. 
 
—2010 SMNRA CA Strategy Portion— 
 
Format: It was noted that the final CA is envisioned as an electronic document that is made as user-
friendly as possible. There will be hyperlinks to references within the document such as to the text of any 
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relevant GMP Goals, Objectives, or Standards (as shown within the provided document). There will also 
be hyperlinks to specific plans, either available on-line or provided on CD along with the document. By 
linking directly to other cited documents, we can avoid duplicating text. Such reference linking also 
shows how the CA applies to other management direction. The State was invited to provide specific 
references to sections of other existing plans that could tie in tightly to specific actions. It would be 
helpful to provide both location of where the citation should be added, any additional abbreviated 
verbiage that should be added, as well as the URL of the web page where the document is posted if the 
document is available on-line. If the document is not available online, then an electronic copy of 
document should be provided. 
 
TOC: The Table of Contents were reviewed, and Cris and Jennifer N. were asked to think about whether 
everything had been covered. Many of the Sub-topics came from the Landscape Assessment; any missing 
category could be added. Amy pointed out that, currently, Sub-topics are not presented in priority order 
and the order would most likely be changed.  
 
Question—Should there be a ―Studies‖ or ―Research‖ Sub-topic? 
Response—Studies/Research could be part of the assessment or evaluation process; the purpose 
of this document is to direct staff in on-the-ground and day-to-day conservation actions.  
 
Introduction: This section provides a brief overview of the Strategy portion of the CA and refers to the 
Agreement portion.  
 
Species List: The SMNRA CA is intended to provide conservation objectives and actions for Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 species. This section describes the Tier 1 and Tier 2 species categories; gives rationale for 
including the two categories and discusses the difference between them; and provides both the scientific 
and common names for each. Both tiers are actively managed for; the tier level has to do with level of 
threat or information available. The tier system also helps with prioritization and strategic use of limited 
funds.  
Comment—Consider adding the statement ―…both tiers will be actively managed.‖ 
 
There haven’t been any major changes to the lists of Tier 1 and Tier 2 species since they were last 
discussed with the State. However, Euphilotes ancilla purpura and Euphilotes ancilla cryptic are now 
both listed within the same box; their taxonomic status is uncertain (―_Q‖ in State terms), but they are 
managed as one species by the USFS. It was further commented that there is no morphological difference 
between the two sub species, but they do have different flight times and host plants. They could be in a 
state of evolving into distinct species and genetics work might reveal a molecular basis for their 
differences. However, from a practical perspective, the USFS is managing for both, so both are equally 
covered by this document (regardless of sub-species name).  
 
Comment—Jennifer N. commented that the portion of the Tier 1 species definition that states 
―high levels of threat to species and habitat‖ should be changed to ―high levels of threat to 
species and/or habitat.‖ This would provide more room for prioritization if a species is doing 
well currently but its habitat is being degraded. The same change should be made to the Tier 2 
definition. 
 
Also given consideration within the CA are ―watch‖ species that are not direct recipients of the actions 
prescribed by this CA, but which will benefit from them. ―Species to Watch‖ are listed in an appendix, 
with some introductory information. The term ―watch species‖ is a placeholder. Another name needs to 
be identified to avoid confusion with the State’s existing use of the same term. The selected name must 
not be any of the other similar terms (e.g., sensitive species or species of concern) with existing legal 
meanings to the Federal or State agencies. 
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Question—Will you explicitly explain what the watch list is in this section? 
Response—The watch species are explained in the appendix. Concise repetition in this section 
would be okay too. We could also add a third column to the ―Watch List‖ table in which we 
include information about other acts/plans/listings that apply to each species. Jennifer N. thought 
this was a good idea. 
 
At some point in this effort, species names will have to be carefully reviewed and agreed upon. In 
addition, taxonomy might change; USFS and FWS would like Heritage to take a close look at taxonomy 
and verify all names. Within each of the Sub-topics, species are integrated into actions items. It will be 
necessary to go through each species with the State and make sure that the litany of actions for each 
species has been covered. Jennifer B. pointed out that Rachel Mazur (USFS) has been reviewing 
conservation measures for each individual species, has noted some inconsistencies throughout the Forest 
at the species level, and wants to ensure more consistency. She would like to be involved in reviewing the 
SMNRA CA to make sure that actions are consistent with other direction. Jennifer N. has already spoken 
to Rachel Mazur and is aware of this general goal.  
 
Question—Should there be a separate species Sub-topic? If we determine that a species needs a 
particular action that does not fit into any of the Sub-topics, where would it go? 
Response—Maybe we will need a miscellaneous species category. 
 
Assessment and Adaptive Management: This section sets up a process, including timeframes, to review 
results and circle back with answers to adjust the strategy. This process provides an opportunity to revive 
the technical committee (established early in implementation of the original CA) whose function would 
be to assess whether the right conservation actions are being completed and provide guidance on what 
should change or not be changed over time. Cris agreed that having a technical group would be important 
to keeping the CA on target. Jennifer N. suggested considering the model of the Tahoe Yellow Cress 
Adaptive Management Working Group: The Working Group reports to the Management Team once per 
year, and the Management Team either buys off on the Working Group’s suggestions or not. This works 
well, and key to success is having a strong, central facilitator who manages and organizes the group. The 
Working Group, with its 10+ representatives (including State, USFWS, TRPA, USFS, and several NGOs) 
is actually larger than the Management Team. The group discussed how the 1998 SMNRA CA technical 
committee worked well, but that it seemingly dissolved around year 5. Cris noted that the former 
technical committee was valuable as NDOW’s main connection to the Spring Mountains. It will be 
important to include language to specify and maintain engagement of such a group in the new CA.  
 
Question—Will there be a public review/comment process for the CA?  
Response—This agreement is not subject to NEPA, therefore FWS is not required to have public 
involvement. However, WildEarth Guardians and the Las Vegas Ski and Snowboard Resort have 
already expressed interest in reviewing and possibly submitting comments. No decisions have yet 
been made because the document needs to be finished first. One possibility is to host an 
informational workshop for the public, including the two groups mentioned and the local Spring 
Mountains residential community.  
 
Sub-topics: Three Sub-topic sections were provided as examples – (1) Vegetation Management, (7) 
Caves and Climbing, and (8) Springs, Streams, and Riparian Systems. All Sub-topic sections start with an 
introductory paragraph that provides context. Next, Objectives are stated, followed by Action Items and 
sub-actions that might provide more detail and specificity. All actions are designed to benefit both Tier 1 
and Tier 2 species; bullets call out individual species or habitat priorities that could fluctuate from year to 
year. 
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Vegetation Management 
Action Item 3.1B lists action items to accomplish until the NRA-wide vegetation management plan is 
developed. Bulleted actions are grouped by community and the USFS and USFWS have tried to include 
the correct species; it would be helpful if Jim Morefield could also weigh in.  
 
Comment—Some of the ponderosa pine actions benefit watch species, yet these species are not 
called out.  
Response—The idea was proposed to add a fourth column to the watch species table wherein 
links to beneficial action items are shown; vice versa, a link to the watch species table could be 
provided in the action item.   
 
Comment— Seed propagation/bank, as the first priority, should be placed first in the section; 
actions should be ordered by priority. 
 
Caves and Climbing 
Caves and Climbing is an example of a ―use‖ Sub-topic; it has relevance to wildlife and plants. This sub-
topic also provides a good example of linkage to existing plans (7.1B refers to the Revised Nevada Bat 
Conservation Plan with specific page numbers and provides a hyperlink to the plan). USFS and USFWS 
did not want to reinvent the wheel and re-state Bat Plan action items within the CA, so the link and page 
numbers are provided. This approach should be taken throughout the document.  
 
Comment— Jennifer N. noted that the linking approach provides a reminder to staff that the 
referenced documents are alive and should be used. People get lost with multiple plans. This way 
you are explicitly showing people how to comply with other documents that are out there. 
 
The group discussed the ―Adaptive Mitigation for Recreation Uses‖ process that FS uses in California and 
would like to use here.  
 
Question—Cris noted that there are some areas within the Spring Range that house sensitive 
plants, raptors, etc.; do we have a way to have recreational activities/development avoid those 
areas?   
Response —This concept is laced throughout the document (e.g., it talks about priority areas for 
potential closures and restoration). Spring areas may be targeted for fencing for the benefit of 
springsnails. USFS and USFWS will keep Cris’ comment in mind as they continue to revise the 
document and consider appropriate actions for specific areas. It would be helpful if the State 
could also suggest areas that either warrant special attention or should be recommended for 
closure for the benefit of Tier 1 and Tier 2 species. The suggestions will have to be aligned with 
any existing USFS management guidance that specifies recreation. 
 
 
Springs, Streams, and Riparian Systems 
With the same format of the previous two samples, this Sub-topic considers function, sustainability, 
restoring function, priority areas for springs, streams, and riparian systems -- and why they should be 
targeted.  
 
Meeting wrap-up 
 
Jennifer N. commented that the document appeared to be on the right track and that the USFS and 
USFWS were doing a great job. She appreciates opportunity and will take a closer look over next weeks. 
Please send her a specific due date for review comments. 
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Cris also likes the way the document, in general, is headed; it is not too specific, it cites existing 
documents, and is headed on the right track. It just needs to get more meat on it. Cris will provide some 
general comments within two weeks, and will be able to provide more extensive comments, including 
plans to link to, once he has the full version.  
 
Things to consider when reviewing: 
 
 Duration – Is a 10-year timeframe still appropriate? 
 Flow, format, and content sections – Is everything covered? Should there be additional Sub-
topics? 
 Opportunities to insert clear conservation actions that can come from specific input such as 
publications, reports, other NV State / Federal conservation plans appropriate to the area and 
species (animal and plant). For example, we are waiting for input from Chris Lowrey’s MSHCP 
report on Palmer’s chipmunk.  
 Which action items benefit which watch species (for new column 4)? 
 For full version, are action items feasible as written. For example, if we know an action didn’t 
take place for the past 10 years, why not? What needs to be changed? 
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Spring Mountains National Recreation Area  
Conservation Agreement Revision  
 
Summary of the Meeting for the Between the Core Team and  
Nevada Department of Wildlife and Nevada Natural History Program 
08/05/2010 
 
Participants 
Jennifer Brickey (USFS); Amy LaVoie (USFWS); Jennell Miller (UNLV); *Jennifer Newmark 
(Heritage); and *Cris Tomlinson  (NDOW). *via conference call. 
 
 
Action Items 
 State reviews draft SMNRA CA document and provide comments by 9/03/2010 based on the 
discussion herein. 
 USFS and USFWS continue to develop the remaining sections of the SMNRA CA and make 
revisions discussed herein. 
 
 
Summary 
Amy opened the meeting, introduced participants, and explained the meeting’s purpose as follows: To 
review and discuss the updated Spring Mountains NRA Conservation Agreement (SMNRA CA) revision 
and its overall format and content, with particular focus on the Strategy portion, including the species list 
and selected subtopics. A PDF of these materials, which were prepared by Amy and Jennifer B. with the 
assistance of Jennell, was e-mailed prior to the meeting. Cris and Jennifer N. were invited to provide any 
and all comments they wished either during the meeting or at a later date. It was also emphasized that the 
current document contained only a subset of the Sub-topics listed within the table of contents, but that the 
full document would be provided to the State for review and comment.  
 
Amy noted that USFS and FWS managers reviewed a previous iteration of the current document resulting 
in the direction that actions be more clearly correlated with the species covered by the agreement. The 
version sent to Jennifer and Cris reflected those revisions. Similar revisions will be made to the remaining 
sub-topics, which were not provided for this meeting. Amy and Jennifer B. wanted the State to be able to 
see the general approach that was being taken. If a different approach is desired, it would be best to know 
now so that adjustments can be made before extensive time is invested in revising the remaining sub-
topics. If Jennifer and Cris concur with the approach and level of specificity of actions shown in the 
current document, revisions will proceed with along the same vein. 
 
Overall Impressions 
Both Cris and Jennifer N. will need additional time to review the draft document. Jennifer N. noted that 
the outlines for the Agreement and Strategy portions look good. She also indicated that listing the species 
connected with each action makes for a lot of repetition, but it is appropriate and it makes the connections 
obvious, which will be easier for the reader. She likes this approach. Cris noted that he didn’t see much 
content on the monitoring of species in general. Both Jennifer N. and Cris requested specific review 
deadlines. 
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Document “Walk-through” 
Amy and Jennifer B. provided an overview of the draft document requesting that Cris and Jennifer N. feel 
free to insert any comments/suggestions they might have at any time. 
 
The Agreement and Strategy are the two major sections of the overall document. The Agreement portion 
is expected to be maintained as a static document; it is the portion that includes the signatures. The 
Strategy portion is presented after the signatures; it includes all the conservation objectives and actions, 
and is more flexible in that it can be changed as needs/issues change over time. As of today, the 
Agreement portion is more complete than the Strategy portion.  
 
—2010 SMNRA CA Agreement Portion— 
 
The narrative within the Agreement portion describes the geographic scope (Part A), addresses the 
purpose of the Spring Mountains NRA Act (Part B), and provides information about the Spring 
Mountains General Management Plan (Part C), which is the guiding document of the USFS in managing 
the Recreation Area. There is text describing the original agreement and the role of this document in 
superseding it (Parts D and E). Strategic Goals and Sub-topics are listed (Part F) for which the Strategy 
will provide the full listing of Sub-topics, Objectives, and Actions, and provide context for them. It was 
noted that the State has already seen these goals previously, and no major changes have been made.  
 
Annual accomplishments (Part G) are summarized for which a set process is described within the Strategy 
to ensure accountability. It is important to managers that progress is demonstrated and documented within 
some form of update or informal review occurring on an annual basis (e.g., new species concerns? How 
are we progressing?) A 5-year review will be more formal. USFWS and USFS have also discussed the 
possibility of having a symposium every 3-5 years for agency staff and invited researchers to present 
work pertinent to the Strategy. The symposium could be suggested within the Strategy portion, but it 
would not be stated as a requirement in the Agreement portion because it would be discretionary and 
depend on funding. Cris indicated that actions related to documenting/describing annual accomplishments 
will be an important feature in keeping the Agreement and Strategy on track. 
 
The Federal managers had also requested that the Coordination Process (i.e., project review between FS 
and FWS) be clearly outlined within the Strategy and mentioned within the Agreement (Part H). There is 
a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the FS and FWS focused on the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) process for the overall Humboldt-Toiyabe Forest (i.e., more extensive than for just the Spring 
Mountains NRA) but which is pertinent to this CA. The MOA does not adequately address species that 
are not covered by ESA; this Agreement, then, clarifies which species should be covered in the Spring 
Mountains NRA. The State is usually not engaged during NEPA. Cris and Jennifer N. stated that, in the 
past, the State was involved in the planning process through the yearly CA meetings. These meetings 
were discontinued several years ago. The State was invited to provide input on how they would prefer to 
be involved in species management.  
 
The Authorities and Recitals section (Part I) is a standard listing of the documents that authorize the 
parties to enter into this CA. The current version includes State authorities, but Jennifer N. and Cris 
should review to ensure that nothing has been left out. The NEPA section (Part J) provides standard 
language about NEPA should any projects arise from this CA that require NEPA. NEPA is not required 
for the CA itself. 
 
—2010 SMNRA CA Strategy Portion— 
 
Format: It was noted that the final CA is envisioned as an electronic document that is made as user-
friendly as possible. There will be hyperlinks to references within the document such as to the text of any 
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relevant GMP Goals, Objectives, or Standards (as shown within the provided document). There will also 
be hyperlinks to specific plans, either available on-line or provided on CD along with the document. By 
linking directly to other cited documents, we can avoid duplicating text. Such reference linking also 
shows how the CA applies to other management direction. The State was invited to provide specific 
references to sections of other existing plans that could tie in tightly to specific actions. It would be 
helpful to provide both location of where the citation should be added, any additional abbreviated 
verbiage that should be added, as well as the URL of the web page where the document is posted if the 
document is available on-line. If the document is not available online, then an electronic copy of 
document should be provided. 
 
TOC: The Table of Contents were reviewed, and Cris and Jennifer N. were asked to think about whether 
everything had been covered. Many of the Sub-topics came from the Landscape Assessment; any missing 
category could be added. Amy pointed out that, currently, Sub-topics are not presented in priority order 
and the order would most likely be changed.  
 
Question—Should there be a ―Studies‖ or ―Research‖ Sub-topic? 
Response—Studies/Research could be part of the assessment or evaluation process; the purpose 
of this document is to direct staff in on-the-ground and day-to-day conservation actions.  
 
Introduction: This section provides a brief overview of the Strategy portion of the CA and refers to the 
Agreement portion.  
 
Species List: The SMNRA CA is intended to provide conservation objectives and actions for Tier 1 and 
Tier 2 species. This section describes the Tier 1 and Tier 2 species categories; gives rationale for 
including the two categories and discusses the difference between them; and provides both the scientific 
and common names for each. Both tiers are actively managed for; the tier level has to do with level of 
threat or information available. The tier system also helps with prioritization and strategic use of limited 
funds.  
Comment—Consider adding the statement ―…both tiers will be actively managed.‖ 
 
There haven’t been any major changes to the lists of Tier 1 and Tier 2 species since they were last 
discussed with the State. However, Euphilotes ancilla purpura and Euphilotes ancilla cryptic are now 
both listed within the same box; their taxonomic status is uncertain (―_Q‖ in State terms), but they are 
managed as one species by the USFS. It was further commented that there is no morphological difference 
between the two sub species, but they do have different flight times and host plants. They could be in a 
state of evolving into distinct species and genetics work might reveal a molecular basis for their 
differences. However, from a practical perspective, the USFS is managing for both, so both are equally 
covered by this document (regardless of sub-species name).  
 
Comment—Jennifer N. commented that the portion of the Tier 1 species definition that states 
―high levels of threat to species and habitat‖ should be changed to ―high levels of threat to 
species and/or habitat.‖ This would provide more room for prioritization if a species is doing 
well currently but its habitat is being degraded. The same change should be made to the Tier 2 
definition. 
 
Also given consideration within the CA are ―watch‖ species that are not direct recipients of the actions 
prescribed by this CA, but which will benefit from them. ―Species to Watch‖ are listed in an appendix, 
with some introductory information. The term ―watch species‖ is a placeholder. Another name needs to 
be identified to avoid confusion with the State’s existing use of the same term. The selected name must 
not be any of the other similar terms (e.g., sensitive species or species of concern) with existing legal 
meanings to the Federal or State agencies. 
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Question—Will you explicitly explain what the watch list is in this section? 
Response—The watch species are explained in the appendix. Concise repetition in this section 
would be okay too. We could also add a third column to the ―Watch List‖ table in which we 
include information about other acts/plans/listings that apply to each species. Jennifer N. thought 
this was a good idea. 
 
At some point in this effort, species names will have to be carefully reviewed and agreed upon. In 
addition, taxonomy might change; USFS and FWS would like Heritage to take a close look at taxonomy 
and verify all names. Within each of the Sub-topics, species are integrated into actions items. It will be 
necessary to go through each species with the State and make sure that the litany of actions for each 
species has been covered. Jennifer B. pointed out that Rachel Mazur (USFS) has been reviewing 
conservation measures for each individual species, has noted some inconsistencies throughout the Forest 
at the species level, and wants to ensure more consistency. She would like to be involved in reviewing the 
SMNRA CA to make sure that actions are consistent with other direction. Jennifer N. has already spoken 
to Rachel Mazur and is aware of this general goal.  
 
Question—Should there be a separate species Sub-topic? If we determine that a species needs a 
particular action that does not fit into any of the Sub-topics, where would it go? 
Response—Maybe we will need a miscellaneous species category. 
 
Assessment and Adaptive Management: This section sets up a process, including timeframes, to review 
results and circle back with answers to adjust the strategy. This process provides an opportunity to revive 
the technical committee (established early in implementation of the original CA) whose function would 
be to assess whether the right conservation actions are being completed and provide guidance on what 
should change or not be changed over time. Cris agreed that having a technical group would be important 
to keeping the CA on target. Jennifer N. suggested considering the model of the Tahoe Yellow Cress 
Adaptive Management Working Group: The Working Group reports to the Management Team once per 
year, and the Management Team either buys off on the Working Group’s suggestions or not. This works 
well, and key to success is having a strong, central facilitator who manages and organizes the group. The 
Working Group, with its 10+ representatives (including State, USFWS, TRPA, USFS, and several NGOs) 
is actually larger than the Management Team. The group discussed how the 1998 SMNRA CA technical 
committee worked well, but that it seemingly dissolved around year 5. Cris noted that the former 
technical committee was valuable as NDOW’s main connection to the Spring Mountains. It will be 
important to include language to specify and maintain engagement of such a group in the new CA.  
 
Question—Will there be a public review/comment process for the CA?  
Response—This agreement is not subject to NEPA, therefore FWS is not required to have public 
involvement. However, WildEarth Guardians and the Las Vegas Ski and Snowboard Resort have 
already expressed interest in reviewing and possibly submitting comments. No decisions have yet 
been made because the document needs to be finished first. One possibility is to host an 
informational workshop for the public, including the two groups mentioned and the local Spring 
Mountains residential community.  
 
Sub-topics: Three Sub-topic sections were provided as examples – (1) Vegetation Management, (7) 
Caves and Climbing, and (8) Springs, Streams, and Riparian Systems. All Sub-topic sections start with an 
introductory paragraph that provides context. Next, Objectives are stated, followed by Action Items and 
sub-actions that might provide more detail and specificity. All actions are designed to benefit both Tier 1 
and Tier 2 species; bullets call out individual species or habitat priorities that could fluctuate from year to 
year. 
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Vegetation Management 
Action Item 3.1B lists action items to accomplish until the NRA-wide vegetation management plan is 
developed. Bulleted actions are grouped by community and the USFS and USFWS have tried to include 
the correct species; it would be helpful if Jim Morefield could also weigh in.  
 
Comment—Some of the ponderosa pine actions benefit watch species, yet these species are not 
called out.  
Response—The idea was proposed to add a fourth column to the watch species table wherein 
links to beneficial action items are shown; vice versa, a link to the watch species table could be 
provided in the action item.   
 
Comment— Seed propagation/bank, as the first priority, should be placed first in the section; 
actions should be ordered by priority. 
 
Caves and Climbing 
Caves and Climbing is an example of a ―use‖ Sub-topic; it has relevance to wildlife and plants. This sub-
topic also provides a good example of linkage to existing plans (7.1B refers to the Revised Nevada Bat 
Conservation Plan with specific page numbers and provides a hyperlink to the plan). USFS and USFWS 
did not want to reinvent the wheel and re-state Bat Plan action items within the CA, so the link and page 
numbers are provided. This approach should be taken throughout the document.  
 
Comment— Jennifer N. noted that the linking approach provides a reminder to staff that the 
referenced documents are alive and should be used. People get lost with multiple plans. This way 
you are explicitly showing people how to comply with other documents that are out there. 
 
The group discussed the ―Adaptive Mitigation for Recreation Uses‖ process that FS uses in California and 
would like to use here.  
 
Question—Cris noted that there are some areas within the Spring Range that house sensitive 
plants, raptors, etc.; do we have a way to have recreational activities/development avoid those 
areas?   
Response —This concept is laced throughout the document (e.g., it talks about priority areas for 
potential closures and restoration). Spring areas may be targeted for fencing for the benefit of 
springsnails. USFS and USFWS will keep Cris’ comment in mind as they continue to revise the 
document and consider appropriate actions for specific areas. It would be helpful if the State 
could also suggest areas that either warrant special attention or should be recommended for 
closure for the benefit of Tier 1 and Tier 2 species. The suggestions will have to be aligned with 
any existing USFS management guidance that specifies recreation. 
 
 
Springs, Streams, and Riparian Systems 
With the same format of the previous two samples, this Sub-topic considers function, sustainability, 
restoring function, priority areas for springs, streams, and riparian systems -- and why they should be 
targeted.  
 
Meeting wrap-up 
 
Jennifer N. commented that the document appeared to be on the right track and that the USFS and 
USFWS were doing a great job. She appreciates opportunity and will take a closer look over next weeks. 
Please send her a specific due date for review comments. 
 
6 
Cris also likes the way the document, in general, is headed; it is not too specific, it cites existing 
documents, and is headed on the right track. It just needs to get more meat on it. Cris will provide some 
general comments within two weeks, and will be able to provide more extensive comments, including 
plans to link to, once he has the full version.  
 
Things to consider when reviewing: 
 
 Duration – Is a 10-year timeframe still appropriate? 
 Flow, format, and content sections – Is everything covered? Should there be additional Sub-
topics? 
 Opportunities to insert clear conservation actions that can come from specific input such as 
publications, reports, other NV State / Federal conservation plans appropriate to the area and 
species (animal and plant). For example, we are waiting for input from Chris Lowrey’s MSHCP 
report on Palmer’s chipmunk.  
 Which action items benefit which watch species (for new column 4)? 
 For full version, are action items feasible as written. For example, if we know an action didn’t 
take place for the past 10 years, why not? What needs to be changed? 
 
 Final Report:  CESU 84320‐5‐J306  Task Order 84320‐9‐J306U 
Public Lands Institute, University of Nevada Las Vegas 
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Spring Mountains National Recreation Area 
Conservation Agreement 
 
Summary of Nevada Department of Wildlife and 
Nevada Natural Heritage Program Comments  
on Sub-topics 3, 7, and 8 in Review Draft 
AND 
Core Team Responses 
 
Updated: 06-30-2011 
 
This report documents review comments submitted by Cris Tomlinson (Nevada Department of Wildlife) 
and Jennifer Newmark (Nevada Natural Heritage Program) on the draft 2011 Spring Mountains National 
Recreation Area (SMNRA) Conservation Agreement (CA) and Strategy dated 08-03-2010. A summary of 
Core Team responses to comments appears in blue font. The review and subsequent decisions of the 
Core Team and Management resulted in changes to the order of some content sections. Therefore, for 
ease of comparison of this report with the revised documents, submitted comments were rearranged 
and CA and Strategy items re-numbered. Previous numbering is also shown where applicable. As of the 
date listed above, the signatory agencies have not yet finalized the revised CA and Strategy. Therefore, 
additional revisions may occur. 
 
AGREEMENT PORTION _________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
State: 
Regarding the sub-section titled Purpose of the Spring Mountains NRA Act. Do we need sensitive species and 
species of Conservation Priority in the NDOW Wildlife Action Plan, etc? 
 
Response:  The Purpose of the Spring Mountains NRA Act sub-section describes the stated purpose of Public Law 
103-63 (1993), which predates the NDOW Wildlife Action Plan (WAP). Therefore, this sub-section in the agreement 
would not be the correct place to reference the WAP. However, we added a new sub-section titled Nevada Wildlife 
Action Plan and some draft text, which describes the WAP’s purpose and its significance to this CA. The WAP was 
among the resources consulted during the process of species selection for the CA. Relevant WAP species (shown 
below) reviewed during the CA revision fall within the categories of Tier 2 or Species Indirectly Covered based on 
criteria described within the CA. 
 
Species  Scientific Name WAP Status CA Coverage 
Reptiles    
Banded gila monster Heloderma suspectum cinctum Priority Indirectly covered 
Desert tortoise Gopherus agassizii Priority Indirectly covered 
Mollusks    
Mammals    
Allen’s big-eared bat Idionycteris phyllotis Priority Tier 2 
big eared bat Corynorhinus townsendii Priority Tier 2 
fringed myotis Myotis thysanodes Priority Indirectly covered 
silver-haired bat Lasionycteris noctivagans -- Indirectly covered 
spotted bat Euderma maculatum Priority Indirectly covered 
western red bat Lasiurus blossevillii Priority Indirectly covered 
Palmer’s chipmunk Neotamias palmeri Priority Tier 2 
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Birds    
Black-chinned sparrow Spizella atrogularis Priority Indirectly covered 
Flammulated owl Otus flammeolus Stewardship Indirectly covered 
Grace’s warbler Dendroica graciae Priority Indirectly covered 
Gray flycatcher Empidonax wrightii Stewardship Indirectly covered 
Gray vireo Vireo vicinior Priority Indirectly covered 
Northern goshawk Accipiter gentilis Priority Indirectly covered 
Pinyon jay Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus Priority Indirectly covered 
Southwestern willow flycatcher Empidonax traillii extimus Priority Indirectly covered 
 
State: 
Regarding the Part G. Annual Accomplishments section: “The participating agencies in this CA will communicate 
accomplishments and needs for changes to the Conservation Strategy on an annual basis.”  
 
Keep once-a-year meeting as a minimum.... 
 
Response: Noted. In the revised version, Part G. was re-titled “Annual Accomplishments, Effectiveness, and 
Modifications.” We have reworded the content as follows: 
 
“The signatory agencies of this CA will summarize and communicate accomplishments and strategy effectiveness 
on a three-year basis. This communication may take place in the form of a meeting and report prepared 
cooperatively by a Technical Committee of representatives designated by the signatory agencies. At annual 
meetings or in the three-year reports, the Technical Committee will assess the effectiveness of conservation 
actions in the achieving the desired goals of the CA and whether modifications to the strategy are needed. The 
Technical Committee will also discuss and document upcoming priorities.” 
 
State:  
Nevada Division of Forestry will need to be contacted at some point. Heritage is acting on their behalf for the 
moment, but when the draft is in more solid shape, they will need to review. Heritage has been keeping them in 
the loop on discussions so far. 
 
Response: Noted. 
 
State: 
Regarding Part I. (previously part K.) Duration of the Agreement. In “When and if it becomes known that there are 
threats to the survival and viability of any of the species in this CA that are not or cannot be resolved through this 
or any CA, the FWS may choose to assign candidate status and an appropriate listing priority to the species.” 
 
 It should read, “assign candidate status or list as Threatened or Endangered” as well, right? 
 
Response: We have removed the sentence in question from Part I. Duration of the Agreement; the concept was 
not pertinent to describing the duration of the agreement, and species listing by the USFWS is a process falling 
outside the scope of this agreement. In the revised Agreement, we have added a sentence to “Part C. Conservation 
Strategy” (last sentence of Part C), which reads: 
 
“In accordance with appropriate listing policies, the USFWS may eventually determine that ESA listing of one or 
more of the species covered by this CA will be necessary to halt and reverse declining status trends of the species.” 
 
State: 
Cite the Wildlife Action Plan.   
 
Response: We have added the citation. 
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STRATEGY PORTION ____________________________________________________________________________________________  
 
 Table of Contents  
 
State: 
Make sure appropriate sections (subtopics are all included). Watch list species and general topics need discussion 
as to linkages. Also, on the call we talked about whether or not these subtopics were listed in priority order and if 
they weren’t, then be explicit in saying that, and if so, the order may need to be reviewed closer. 
 
Response:  
 
Subtopics: Following the meeting, “Sub-topics” were renamed “Topics.” We reviewed the CA to ensure all 
appropriate subjects were included.  
 
Watch List: The revised Strategy now refers to the former ‘watch list species’ as ‘species indirectly covered by this 
CA.’ The Species List introductory text now includes the following information:  
 
Actions recommended within the Strategy also may indirectly benefit other species of interest to the signing 
agencies. Appendix 2 lists these additional species, the recommended actions that may benefit them, and other 
existing conservation strategies or plans that cover them. The list of species in Appendix 2 includes endemic 
species with limited-to-no conservation concerns and species that do not depend solely on the Spring Mountains 
populations for species viability. 
 
Priority Order: Subtopics are not listed in priority order. However, some recommended actions are in order of 
species concerns. In the Strategy “Introduction,” we included the following text to be more explicit: 
 
“There are ten Topic sections, each of which includes the topic’s goal, rationale, objectives, and species-specific 
and habitat-specific actions to benefit CA species. The Strategy does not list topics in priority order. However, it 
does organize and prioritize recommended actions within each topic based upon species concerns.” 
 
State: 
Regarding “Monitoring” as a subtopic, research is not noted. May want to list under monitoring or separate topic? 
 
Response: “Monitoring” now falls within Topic 9: Data Management and Inventory and Monitoring. Research is not 
named in this Topic, but it is implied in the recommended actions for “information needs.” Research, through field 
experimentation, is also implied as a component of the sub-section titled “Assessment and Adaptation” within the 
Implementation, Coordination, Assessment, and Adaptive Management section. 
 
 
Species List 
 
Introductory Text  
 
State:  
Regarding the section’s introductory text -- We need to list support documents that helped us determine Tier 1 
and 2 (I do know the Wildlife Action Plan from NDOW was my driving document but what about other species, 
etc). For Heritage, our ranks were a driving force... not sure if you need more information than that, but if so, let us 
know. 
 
Response: We added a footnote to the Species List section documenting all sources used in the review of species 
for the CA. 
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State: 
In the sentence, “Species have been grouped into two categories, either Tier 1 or Tier 2, each requiring different 
levels of intensity for conservation management” add "but both tiers are actively managed." – or – insert a 
separate sentence: “Both tiers are managed; what differentiates Tier 1 from Tier 2 is the level of threat.” 
 
Response: We revised the Species List introductory text to clarify the purpose of the Tier1 / Tier2 subdivision: 
 
“For the purposes of prioritization of proactive conservation actions when resources are limited, the signing 
agencies grouped species into two categories, Tier 1 and Tier 2. Tier 1 species are the highest priority for proactive 
conservation given limited resources. Tier 2 species also are a priority when additional resources are available.” 
 
State: 
Regarding “species and habitat” -- Change "and" to "and/or" 
 
Response: We edited the text such that the focus is on the species; habitat measures are present throughout the 
strategy. 
 
Species List 
 
NOTE: In order to follow a single standard for scientific and common names, taxonomy generally follows the 
Integrated Taxonomic Information System for animals and USDA PLANTS Database for plants. For ease of 
comparisons with the State’s species lists, we now have also included the taxonomy and common names used in 
the 1998 SMNRA CA. In instances where we diverge from taxonomy listed in the aforementioned cases, we 
included citations in the table. We have also added a footnote to the table describing the taxonomic conventions 
used. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Southeast Nevada pyrg” -- Change "Southeast" to "southeast" 
 
Response: Change was made as suggested. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Clokey’s milkvetch” -- Heritage calls this species Clokey milkvetch, not Clokey's. 
 
Response: Clokey’s milkvetch is recognized by ITIS and USDA Plants Database. We have inserted (=Clokey 
milkvetch) following Clokey milkvetch. 
 
State: 
Regarding “egg milkvetch” -- Heritage calls this Clokey eggvetch. 
 
Response: egg milkvetch is recognized by ITIS (as Clokey egg milkvetch) and USDA Plants Database. We have 
inserted (=Clokey eggvetch) following egg milkvetch in the species list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “trianglelobe moonwort” -- Heritage calls this upswept moonwort. 
Response: ITIS recognizes “trianglelobe moonwort” and “upswept moonwort.” USDA Plants Database recognizes 
“trianglelobe moonwort.” We have inserted (=upswept moonwort) following trianglelobe moonwort in the species 
list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “scalloped moonwort” -- Heritage calls this dainty moonwort. 
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Response: ITIS recognizes “scalloped moonwort” and “crenulate moonwort.” USDA Plants Database recognizes 
“scalloped moonwort.” We have inserted (=dainty moonwort) following scalloped moonwort in the species list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “narrowleaf moonwort” -- Heritage calls this slender moonwort. 
 
Response: ITIS and USDA Plants Database recognize “narrowleaf grapefern.” We have inserted (=slender 
moonwort) following narrowleaf grapefern in the species list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Clokey’s greasebush” -- Heritage calls this Clokey greasebush.  
 
Response: ITIS and USDA Plants Database recognize “Clokey’s greasebush.” We have inserted (=Clokey greasebush) 
following Clokey’s greasebush in the species list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Carole's fritillary” -- Heritage calls this Carole's silverspot. 
 
Response: NatureServe recognizes “Carole's fritillary” as the current taxonomy. Common name was not included in 
ITIS.  We have inserted (=Carole's silverspot) following Carole’s fritillary in the species list.   
 
State: 
Regarding “Charleston Mountain angelica” -- Heritage calls this rough angelica. 
 
Response: ITIS and USDA Plants Database recognize “Charleston Mountain angelica.” We have inserted (=rough 
angelica) following Charleston Mountain angelica in the species list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Charleston Mountain pussytoes” -- Heritage calls this Charleston pussytoes. 
 
Response: ITIS and USDA Plants Database recognize “Charleston Mountain pussytoes.” We have inserted 
(=Charleston pussytoes) following Charleston Mountain pussytoes in the species list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Arenaria kingii ssp. Rosea” -- The taxonomy on this species has changed to:  Eremogone kingii var. 
rosea and the common name should be rosy King sandwort. 
 
Response: ITIS and USDA Plants Database recognize “King’s rosy sandwort.” We have inserted (=rosy King 
sandwort) following King’s rosy sandwort in the species list. ITIS currently lists “Arenaria kingii” as accepted 
taxonomy and “Eremogone kingii” as not accepted taxonomy.  Flora of North America, in which Arenaria kingii has 
been revised as Eremogone kingii, no longer considers ssp. rosea a separate taxa and has included it under var. 
glabrescens.  We will need to review the taxonomy for this species.   
 
State: 
Regarding “Boechera (Arabis) nevadensis” -- Scientific name should not include Arabis as this genus is no longer 
recognized as valid for this species. I realize you are just referring to the old name for clarification though. 
 
Response: We added an “=” symbol and moved (=Arabis) after nevadensis.   
 
State: 
Regarding “Jaeger’s draba” -- Heritage calls this Jaeger whitlowcress. 
 
SMNRA CA Revision -- Summary of Review -- State Comments and Core Team Responses  6 
Response: ITIS and USDA Plants Database recognize “Jaeger’s draba.” We have inserted (=Jaeger whitlowcress) 
following Jaeger’s draba in the species list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Charleston Mountain draba” -- Heritage refers to this as Charleston draba. 
 
Response: ITIS recognizes “Charleston draba” and “Charleston Mountain draba.” USDA Plants Database recognizes 
“Charleston Mountain draba.” We have inserted (=Charleston draba) following Charleston Mountain draba in the 
species list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Clokey’s buckwheat” -- Heritage refers to this as Clokey buckwheat. 
 
Response: ITIS and USDA Plants Database recognize “Clokey’s buckwheat.” We have inserted (=Clokeys 
buckwheat) following Clokey’s buckwheat in the species list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Charleston Peak mousetail” -- Heritage calls this hidden ivesia. 
 
Response: ITIS recognizes “Charleston Peak mousetail” and “hidden ivesia.” USDA Plants Database recognizes 
“Charleston Peak mousetail.” We have inserted (=hidden ivesia) following Charleston Peak mousetail in the species 
list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Jaeger’s mousetail” -- Heritage calls this Jaeger ivesia. 
 
Response: ITIS recognizes “Jaeger’s ivesia” and “Jaeger’s mousetail.” USDA Plants Database recognizes “Jaeger’s 
mousetail.” We have inserted (=Jaeger’s ivesia) following Jaeger’s mousetail in the species list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Keck’s beardtongue” -- Heritage calls this Charleston beardtongue. 
 
Response: ITIS and USDA Plants Database recognize “Keck’s beardtongue.” We have inserted (=Charleston 
beardtongue) following Keck’s beardtongue in the species list. 
 
State: 
Regarding “compact chickensage” -- Heritage calls this Charleston tansy. 
 
Response: ITIS recognizes “compact chickensage” and “Charleston tansy.” USDA Plants Database recognizes 
“compact chickensage.” We have inserted (=Charleston tansy) following compact chickensage in the species list.  
 
State: 
Regarding “Jones’ townsend daisy” -- Heritage calls this Charleston grounddaisy. 
 
Response: ITIS and USDA Plants Database recognize “Jones’ townsend daisy.” We have inserted (=Charleston 
grounddaisy) following Jones’ townsend daisy. 
 
State: 
Two plans that have conservation action for bats and Palmer's chipmunk are: (1) NV Bat Conservation Plan 
Available at: http://ndow.org/about/pubs/plans/batplan2006-06.pdf and (2)  Wildlife Action Plan Available at: 
http://ndow.org/wild/conservation/cwcs/index.shtm 
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Response: These plans were consulted and are cited accordingly within the Species List section footnote (Nevada 
Wildlife Action Plan) and within relevant recommended actions (Nevada Bat Conservation Plan). 
 
State: 
We will need to contact Chris Lowery on any information from his studies on Palmer's chipmunk that relate to the 
CA. NDOW also has some historic job progress reports from those survey efforts for Palmer's chipmunk. 
 
Response: We contacted Chris Lowrey and he informed us that his work did not include specific recommended 
actions that could be incorporated in the Strategy or could inform the development of actions in the Strategy. 
 
 
Assessment and Adaptive Management 
 
State:  
Notes from August conference call - Have a technical group to keep greater CA on target. Use other similar 
strategies as a model; Jen brought up a working group present to management team (Example: from Tahoe). Need 
a strong leader. 
 
Response: Within the Strategy, we revised the former “Assessment and Adaptive Management” section to cover 
“Implementation, Coordination, Assessment, and Adaption.” The Implementation subsection, in the revised 
Strategy, describes the formation of an interagency, interdisciplinary Technical Committee, including a listing of its 
responsibilities and meeting requirements. The CA (see Part G) also mentions the formation of a Technical 
Committee.  
 
 
Topic 3: Vegetation/Habitat Management 
 
State: 
Regarding 2.1|B.1 (previously 3.1|B.1 Bullet 1) – 'Reduce encroachment of conifers into these mesic aspen stands'. 
Several neotropical migratory birds are keenly tied to aspen riparian types, including northern goshawk.   
 
Response: “Topic 3” has been changed to “Topic 2.”  The numbers listed below reflect the newest numbering of 
actions.  We have linked this action to northern goshawk in Appendix 2. 
 
State: 
Regarding 2.1|B.2 (previously 3.1|B.2 Bullet 1) – (1) “Increase late seral open woodlands by treating late seral 
closed woodlands.” May need more detail regarding this statement and treatments. It may be confusing to 
average reader. (2) In addition to the species listed as receiving benefit from this action, this action would also 
benefit Grace’s warbler. (3) “Allen’s lappet-browed bat” is called Allen's big-eared bat in the species list (and 
Heritage agrees with this common name rather than lappet-browed). Do a global search and replace as this name 
shows up elsewhere as well.  
 
Response: (1) We have revised this statement to read, “Restore ponderosa pine and mixed conifer forests, both of 
which are part of the Mixed Conifer Land Type Association (LTA) to a natural or historic range of variability.” (2) We 
have linked this recommended action to Grace’s warbler in Appendix 2: Species Indirectly Covered Under the CA. 
(3) We have replaced “Allen’s lappet-browed bat” with “Allen’s big-eared bat” throughout the document. 
 
State: 
Also regarding 2.1|B.2 (previously 3.1|B.2 Bullet 5) – Maintaining [snags] is preferred, especially of any large snags 
which are critical for bats. Unless there is a safety concern or extreme fire concern, I would recommend that all 
large diameter snags be maintained. 
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Response: We have revised this recommended action; recommendations include retaining >5 snags per the 
direction of the GMP; large snags are suggested, using the dimensions given within a cited paper. 
 
State: 
Regarding former 3.1|B.4 Bullet 3 – Spring sites or in proximity to spring sites particularly important areas for 
encouragement of a larger diversity of wildlife.  
 
Response: We have added in springs, streams, and associated riparian areas to Topic 2; see Objective 2.2 and its 
recommended actions. 
 
State: 
Regarding 2.1|B.4 (previously 3.1|B.5) – Joshua tree aka Mojave mid elevation mixed Mojave scrub needs 
mention. Very fire intolerant type, can be a source hotspot where invasive grasses co occur, etc. 
 
Response: We have inserted examples of low elevation desert habitats as follows: 
 
“Limit vegetation treatments in low elevation habitats (Creosote and Blackbrush LTAs, which include creosote 
scrub, blackbrush, mixed Mojave scrub, Joshua tree).” 
 
State: 
Regarding 2.1|C (previously 3.1|C) – This section is disjunct from prior and following sections (should it be titled 
‘Native seed bank'?) 
 
Response: Following revision to this topic, which included integrating into it the subject of springs, streams, and 
associated riparian systems, the authors considered various alternative locations for 2.1|C. In the end they felt it 
could remain in its current location, which is now followed by the springs-related objective and associated 
recommended actions. 
 
State: 
Regarding Objective 2.3 (previously Objective 3.2) – “Manage non-native invasive species.” This benefits all 
species. Consider explicitly saying so. 
 
Response: We have revised the objective to read, “Manage non-native invasive species to reduce threats to CA 
species and their habitats.”  
 
Also as part of this review, the State commented on former Subtopic 8 – Springs, Streams, 
and Riparian Areas. In the revised Strategy, Subtopic 8 was combined with former Subtopic 3 
and moved to create Topic 2: Vegetation/Habitat Management. 
 
State: 
General comment regarding the Topic – Both the Nevada Bat Conservation Plan and the Wildlife Action Plan have 
conservation measures related to springs and riparian and will prove useful documents for the section. 
Additionally, the Nevada Bird Conservation Plan is just about complete and will provide similar supportive 
information.  All of these documents have habitat based conservation measures (springs, conifer woodlands, cliffs) 
so measures should fit easily into the CA. Also, NNHP is completing work on a springs conservation plan (due out in 
Jan-March 2011). Most of the springs surveyed were isolated desert springs but some of the recommendations 
may be useful for this section. 
 
Response: The Nevada Bat Conservation Plan and Wildlife Action Plan have been reviewed for measures related to 
springs and riparian areas. When the Nevada Bird Conservation Plan and Springs Conservation Plan are completed, 
we will review for relevant measures as well.  
 
SMNRA CA Revision -- Summary of Review -- State Comments and Core Team Responses  9 
Related to this comment, the Strategy includes the following new or revised recommended actions related to bats: 
 
2.2|C Implement actions specified by The Revised Nevada Bat Conservation Plan and Nevada Wildlife Action 
Plan  to benefit CA species relevant to spring- and stream-system uses. (under Topic 2: Vegetation/Habitat 
Management) 
 
4.1|C (previously 7.1|B) Implement inventory, monitoring, research, and protection measures specified by The 
Revised Nevada Bat Conservation Plan  and the Federal Cave Resources Protection Act of 1988  (SMNRA 
1996 GMP Objective 0.18; Standard 0.50; and Guideline 0.103) to benefit Tier 2 bat species and their cave 
and mine habitats. (under Topic 4: Other Recreational Uses) 
 
4.2|C (previously 7.2|B) Work with partner agencies and user groups to implement monitoring, research, and 
protection measures specified by The Revised Nevada Bat Conservation Plan to benefit CA bat species and 
their cliff, crevice, and talus habitat. (under Topic 4: Other Recreational Uses) 
 
Topic 4: Other Recreation Uses  
As part of this review, the State commented on Subtopic 7 – Caves and Climbing Areas, which is now integrated 
into Topic 4: Other Recreational Uses. 
 
State: 
Regarding the Topic Introduction, when you say “…other special status species…”do you mean "watch" species? 
 
Response: Throughout the Strategy, we have replaced all instances of “special status species” with “CA species.” 
 
State: 
There now is a further concern in both caves and mines relative to the spread of White nose syndrome which has 
decimated bat populations in the east and is spreading westward.  USFS Rocky Mountain region has actually closed 
caves to entry I believe.  We should discuss how we treat WNS in this document.  A useful website is:  
http://www.fws.gov/whitenosesyndrome/ WNS is a game-changer and USFS and BLM has both taken strong 
action elsewhere in closing caves, etc.  There is a working group of the Western Bat Working Group that can help 
address this topic as well. 
 
Response: We have added the following new recommended action related to WNS. WNS also appears in “Topic 1: 
Environmental Education” as an education topic for the climbing community. 
 
4.1|A   Prevent the spread of white nose syndrome (WNS) by assessing the need for access to, entrance to, and 
surveys of bat-occupied caves and mine adits. At the signing of this agreement, the USFS is developing 
regional guidance for prevention of the spread of white nose syndrome. Follow regional USFS guidance 
once available. 
 
State: 
Regarding 4.1|C (previously 7.1|B)  – Will mines be noted in the CA (some are important bat roosting sites)? 
 
Response: Through its Mitigation of Safety Hazards at Abandoned Mine Sites Project, the USFS is installing bat 
gates at all known or potentially occupied abandoned mines to discourage people from entering dangerous sites 
while allowing for the continued use of mines by bats. In addition, we have included “mine adits” in 4.1A (see 
above). 
 
State: 
Regarding 4.1|C (previously 7.2|B)  – “The Revised Nevada Bat Conservation Plan (Bradley 2006; pp. 72-74)” Check 
the NB Plan.... 
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Response: We double-checked the plan to ensure the correct pages were cited. 
 
State: 
Regarding 4.2|B (previously 7.2|A)  – “If impacts from rock climbing and associated activities are found, implement 
the “Adaptive Mitigation Guidelines for Recreation Uses” (USFS 2005; see Appendix), to reduce unacceptable 
impacts to Tier 1 and Tier 2 species and habitats.” "Unacceptable impacts" - do we need to be more specific? What 
are unacceptable impacts? Some may feel concern over a broad statement like this. Maybe just add "that 
negatively affect the long-term viability of the species" - even though that's vague too....... 
 
Response: We have revised the statement as follows: 
 
If rock climbing and associated activities result in impacts, implement the “Adaptive Mitigation Guidelines for 
Recreation Uses” (see Appendix 3), to maintain viability of CA species and their habitats. 
 
This wording convention is used throughout the Strategy in relation to potential impacts from recreation on CA 
species. 
 
 
References 
 
State: 
Add Wildlife Action Plan Ref: Wildlife Action Plan Team. 2006.  Nevada Wildlife Action Plan.  Nevada Department 
of Wildlife. Reno, NV. 
 
Response: The reference has been inserted. 
 
 
Appendix 2: Species Indirectly Covered Under the CA  
 
Please note the content presented in Appendix 1 in the State’s review draft is now presented in Appendix 2 in 
the Revised Strategy. We have expanded the table to include, in addition to species names, a listing of 
applicable action items for each species and any relevant management plans/guidance that cover each species. 
 
State: 
Regarding the statement “Currently, some of these species and their habitat are considered stable, but they rely 
solely on the Spring Mountains for their entire distribution.” – I am ok with this but many we just don't know 
whether they are stable or not (limited data on trends). 
 
Response: Noted. 
 
State: 
Regarding the statement “At this time, an increased level of conservation management specific to each species is 
not necessary within the revised Conservation Agreement. Other efforts or regulations – from the General 
Management Plan to the Nevada State Wildlife Action Plan to the Endangered Species Act – will guide the efforts 
employed by the Forest Service and its partners…” At some point, we really need to see which conservation 
measures benefit which species. In other words, we may have conservation measure for springs that benefit all 
Tiered groups and that may need to be identified in the document.   
 
Response: We have expanded the table to include, in addition to species names, a DRAFT listing of applicable 
recommended actions for each species and any relevant management plans/guidance that cover each species. 
This table was prepared using summary information on species and should be carefully reviewed by the State.  
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State: 
Regarding “Black-chinned sparrow” – Cris Tomlinson received inputs from Reno staff that Black-chinned Sparrow is 
an Audubon Watch list status and red category. Large concern from Partners in Flight. We may consider elevating 
it to a Tier 2 for the CA. Nevada does have an important amount of its range to which Spring Mountains is 
important area. Jennifer Newmark notes that Heritage ranks this as an S3B, there is concern at the National 
Audubon level (it's on the red list) and it's a watch list species on the Continental PIF plan. There was a lot of 
conversation about this species when the decision was being made to include or not.....I could go either way - 
either as Tier 2 or "watch". 
 
Response: The species appears within Appendix 2: Species Indirectly Covered Under the CA. It is also covered by 
the Nevada Comprehensive Bird Conservation Plan; Nevada Wildlife Action Plan; and Partners in Flight North 
American Landbird Conservation Plan. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Arenaria congesta var. charlestonensis” -- Species name has changed to Eremogone congesta var. 
charlestonensis, Mount Charleston sandwort. 
 
Response: No data found for Eremogone congesta var. charlestonensis on UDSA Plants Database.  ITIS currently 
lists “Arenaria congesta” as accepted taxonomy and “Eremogone congesta” as not accepted taxonomy.  Flora of 
North America lists “Eremogone congesta var. charlestonensis” as the most recent taxonomy.  We will need to 
review the taxonomy for this species. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Kern milkvetch” – Heritage calls this Kern Plateau milkvetch. 
 
Response: ITIS and USDA Plants Database recognize “Kern milkvetch.” We have inserted (=Kern Plateau milkvetch) 
following “Kern milkvetch.” 
 
State: 
Regarding “Keystone Canyon” – Add "thistle" to name. 
 
Response: Addition has been made. 
 
State: 
Regarding “whitespine thistle” – Heritage calls this Clokey thistle. 
 
Response: “Whitespine thistle” and “Charleston Mountain thistle” are recognized by ITIS. USDA Plants Database 
recognizes “whitespine thistle.” We have inserted (=Charleston Mountain thistle) following “whitespine thistle.” 
 
State: 
Regarding “Lone fleabane” – Heritage calls this Charleston fleabane. 
 
Response: ITIS and USDA Plants Database recognize “lone fleabane.” We have inserted (=Charleston fleabane) 
following “lone fleabane.” 
 
State: 
Regarding “Lesquerella hitchcockii (=Physaria hitchcockii var. hitchcockii)” Scientific name should be Physaria 
hitchcockii (this is the current name - can put Lesquerella hitchcockii in ( ) instead.) 
 
Response: ITIS and USDA Plants Database recognize “lesquerella hitchcockii.” Physaria hitchcockii is not included in 
these databases. Flora of North America recognizes Physaria hitchcockii var. hitchcockii. We will need to review the 
taxonomy of this species. 
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Appendix 3: Adaptive Mitigation for Recreational Uses 
 
State: 
Regarding “Adaptive Mitigation for Recreation Uses” was adapted from Appendix D of the Southern California 
Forest Plan (USFS 2005).” Not clear if these guidelines are related to Tier 3 species (NOTE: these species are called 
“Species Indirectly Covered” in the revised documents) or not? 
 
Response: Discovery of impacts to “Sensitive Resources” triggers implementation of the Adaptive Mitigation 
Guidelines. Sensitive resources include CA species and threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, and sensitive 
species and habitats, riparian habitats, soil and watersheds, or other resources. Mitigation measures may benefit 
“Species Indirectly Covered” depending on the area of impact in question. 
 
State: 
Regarding the statements, “The management actions (education; perimeter control; management presence; 
redirection of use – if appropriate) will be implemented in the order listed below unless analysis of the conflict 
clearly indicates that a stronger measure is immediately necessary. The actions and practices include, but are not 
limited to, the following…” 
 
Probably do not need to prioritize these and all Conservation and Education measures should focus on the Tier of 
Species as targets. 
 
Response: The text reflects the original source document from which it was drawn. The measures are designed to 
provide examples of increasing restrictiveness and are listed accordingly.  The text has been revised to clarify the 
intent of the Appendix by providing examples of increasing restrictiveness appropriate to the area, species, and 
impacts present.   
 
State: 
Regarding bullet 2 under “Conservation Education” within “Adaptive Mitigation for Recreation Uses”   
 
From Nevada Bat Conservation Plan related to conservation education (Pg 69-70); Action - Develop and distribute 
conservation education material to improve public awareness and stewardship of bats using caves and mines.  
Action - Encourage the addition of bat conservation topics into existing projects.  One such example would be to 
couple the "Stay Out Stay Alive" campaign with the conservation needs of bats.   
 
Response: Appendix 2 is meant to provide a general process. To incorporate this suggestion, the following bullet 
has been added to 1.1|A (Topic 1 – Environmental Education).  
 
Caving Community | Encourage the addition of bat conservation topics into existing projects. Include sensitive 
nature of cave habitats for bats and provide information about white nose syndrome (WNS). 
 
State: 
Regarding “Perimeter Control” -- What is this related to (fencing, people control or what?) 
 
Response: The measure taken depends on the circumstances and location of the impacts noted.  
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Appendix 4: Relevant GMP Objectives, Standards, and Guidelines 
 
State: 
The below examples are just some samples of objectives, strategies and actions from the Wildlife Action Plan and 
we may have more once we have a more substantive document with sections further developed.   
 
Objectives 
Possibly useful objectives and were derived from the Wildlife Action Plan re: Aspen habitats: Page 148-149. 
1. No net loss of current aspen habitat and restoration of al historic aspen sites that can be restored.  
2. Conserve and proactively manage for aspen communities containing structural components that support stable 
or increasing wildlife populations.  
ps - There were several other specific actions within objectives available if needed. 
 
Possibly useful objectives and were derived from the Wildlife Action Plan re: Intermountain Conifer Forests and 
Woodland Habitats (Ponderosa Pine/White Fir etc) from Pages 124-125.    
Objective: Proactively manage the landscape to maintain or restore resilient conifer forest and woodland with 
natural and or mimicked fire processes.   
Obj: Sustain stable or increasing populations of Species of Conservation Priority in conifer forests and woodlands.  
Action; Design and implement fuel wood collection that retain adequate quantity and quality of snags important to 
wildlife for nesting and feeding.  
Action: Schedule forest thinning or prescribed fire activities during the non-breeding season to avoid direct 
mortality and minimize disturbance to wildlife. 
Action: Implement forest management practices creating pine forest that more closely mimic naturally open 
parklands (albeit with understory of downed logs, and forbs and grasses), with stands of  large, mature trees.  
 
Response: Noted. Please see the revised Topic 2: Vegetation/Habitat Management to assess whether this 
information mentioned should be included in the form of a citation. Appendix 4 is a listing of Goals, Guidelines, 
Standards, and Objectives directly quoted from the GMP, which are linked to from the main body.  
 
State: 
Some examples of Strategies and Actions from the Nevada Bat Conservation Plan; 
Strategy: Conserve important bat roosting sites in Natural caves, mine shafts and adits.   
Action: Conserve and protect sites exhibiting substantial use by cave and mine roosting bats.  A mixture of 
strategies may be employed including: gating, education, law enforcement, and road/trail closures.   
 
Response: Noted. The Nevada Bat Conservation Plan is cited within relevant recommended actions within the 
Strategy. Appendix 4 is a listing of Goals, Guidelines, Standards, and Objectives directly quoted from the GMP, 
which are linked to from the main body as “existing management direction.” 
 
State: 
Regarding “0.51 - Allow access to all caves only from the beginning of March through the end of May; and from the 
beginning of September through the end of October. Seasonal restrictions will remain in place until bat 
roosting/hibernating inventories have been completed. Long-term seasonal restrictions will be determined based 
on survey results. Allow year-round access to Robbers' Roost Cave. (Standard)” 
 
Where did this information come from? White nose syndrome prevention protocols need mentioning.   
 
Response: This is a direct quote of Standard 0.51 within the GMP. Recommended actions related to WNS have 
been added within 1.1|A and Topic 4. 
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State: 
Some examples of Strategies and Actions from the Nevada Bat Conservation Plan related to research and 
monitoring and in parts specifically mentions some Tier 3 bats:  Strategy: Initiate research and monitoring 
activities to provide information on life history, population status and trend, location of key concentrations, and 
conservation needs of cave and mine roosting bats.  
Action: Conduct routine and systematic surveys of key sites to document long-term population trends, types of us 
size of bat populations, etc.  
Action: Document the importance of caves and mines to the roosting ecology of long-eared myotis, little brown 
bat, silver-haired bat, long-legged myotis, western pipistrelle, spotted bat, and big free-tailed bat paying particular 
attention to hibernacula sites for silver-haired and spotted bats.   
 
Response: Noted. 
 
Guidelines 
 
State: 
These are a good start and once we have a draft document with all the measures we can more formally comment 
to consumptive use efforts etc. 
 
Response: Appendix 3 is a listing of Guidelines, Standards, and Objectives directly quoted from the GMP, which are 
linked to from the main body. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Gate cave or mine openings where needed for public safety and resource protection.” More specific 
conservation measures noted above for bats. 
 
Response: See above. Measures in question can be added to and cited within the appropriate Topic. 
 
State: 
More specific language in the NV Bat Conservation Plan as noted in prior comments and can provide more detail in 
next draft of CA.   
 
Response: See above. Measures in question can be added to and cited within the appropriate Topic. 
 
State: 
I will need to see about conservation measures for Palmers chipmunk both in NDOW's prior efforts and Chris 
Lowery's current and most recent surveys and recommendations.  DCP program has a PowerPoint report of his 
from recent meetings to which we should gather conservation measures for Palmer's chipmunk.   
 
Response: See above. Measures in question can be added to and cited within the appropriate Topic. 
 
State: 
Regarding “Relocate the road through Cold Creek and Willow Creek out of riparian areas, in cooperation with Clark 
County, to provide an alignment that improves road safety, maintenance, and management. (Guideline)” 
 
Where are we at on this?   
 
Response: We have not progressed beyond the discussion phase. We will need to work with the private 
landowners as well in the local community of Cold Creek.   
 
State: 
SMNRA CA Revision -- Summary of Review -- State Comments and Core Team Responses  15 
Important project and ongoing issue with horses getting into Lee Canyon 
 
Response: Noted. 
 
 
Core Team 
 
Jennifer Brickey 
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Fish and Wildlife Biologist 
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(Currently Refuge Manager, Moapa Valley NWR) 
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
Jennell M. Miller (Technical Assistance) 
Science and Research Programs Coordinator 
Public Lands Institute 
University of Nevada, Las Vegas 
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Spring Mountains National Recreation Area 
Conservation Agreement Revision 
 
Summary of USFS Comments and Core Team Responses 
Updated: 06-30-2011 
 
This report documents review comments submitted by USFS staff on the draft 2011 Spring Mountains 
National Recreation Area (SMNRA) Conservation Agreement (CA) and Strategy dated 10-29-2010. A 
summary of Core Team responses to comments appears in blue font. The review and subsequent 
decisions of the Core Team and Management resulted in changes to the order of some content sections. 
Therefore, for ease of comparison of this report with the revised documents, submitted comments were 
rearranged and CA and Strategy items re-numbered. Previous numbering is also shown where 
applicable. As of the date listed above, the signatory agencies have not yet finalized the revised CA and 
Strategy. Therefore, additional revisions may occur. 
 
GENERAL 
 
Carol Hotchkiss: 
Since this is not an academic endeavor, I suggest using more common terms. The following examples taken from 
the Geographic Scope section of the agreement were provided: relict (=remnant), montane (=mountain), 
extirpation (= exterminate, totally destroy), stochastic (=random) 
 
Response: We have re-read all sections with careful attention to word usage; discipline-specific language was 
replaced with common terms wherever it was possible to do so without compromising meaning. For example, 
“local extinction” now replaces “extirpation” in the specific section mentioned.  
 
Rachel Mazur: 
I like the list of species and I like having the CA separate from the strategy. 
 
Response: Comment is appreciated. 
 
RM: Go through the list and edit for correctness. Take out vague statements and put it in the active voice. 
 
Response: We converted the majority of the original passive voice statements into the active voice within the CA 
and Strategy. On a very few occasions, we retained the passive voice to emphasize the action over the actor. 
 
Andrew Tanner: 
Throughout the review draft of the Strategy, A. Tanner inserted comments concerning funding, questioning what 
funding would support the various recommended actions.  
 
Response: The Core Team and Management recognize that all recommended actions require funding. Funding 
availability will limit the signatory agencies’ ability to complete all recommended actions every year. Therefore, a 
3-year action plan will help set priorities; the Technical Committee, tasked with developing the action plan has the 
added responsibility of identifying and pursuing funding for the selected actions.  
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AGREEMENT PORTION 
 
Rachel Mazur: 
I would like to see this section reworked. The introduction does not flow logically and it is hard to tell what the 
purpose and scope is. This would mainly be an editing exercise.  
 
Response: Agreed. The review draft followed the outline of the 1998 CA document. After a follow-up discussion 
between Jennifer Brickey (Core Team) and R. Mazur and a critical review of and discussion about similar 
agreements from other agencies, we completely reorganized the 2011 CA. 
 
RM: Include the species list and be clear that the intention of the CA is to protect/restore these species.  
 
Response: The species list occurs in the flexible Strategy document at the request of Management. In this way, the 
signatory agencies can update the species list—as anticipated to occur over the next ten years—without requiring 
re-signing of the CA. Text describing the intention of the CA to conserve the species appears both in the CA and in 
the Strategy. 
 
RM: Be clear who is responsible for the annual report.  
 
Response: In the CA, we have changed the part title “Implementation” to “Part G. Annual Strategy 
Accomplishments, Effectiveness, and Modifications.”  
 
Following discussions with Management, a three-year report replaces the annual report originally described.  
 
Regarding the responsibility report preparation, we added the following text to Part G: “…to be prepared 
cooperatively by a Technical Committee of representatives designated by the signatory agencies…”  
 
The “Evaluate Effectiveness” sub-section within the “Implementation, Coordination, Assessment, and Adaptation” 
chapter in the Strategy provides additional details about implementation, conservation status tracking, and 
preparation of the three-year reports.  
 
RM: Consider having it be an annual summary with a 3-year plan of action. 
 
Response: Following discussions with Management, we adjusted the original concept and now specify a 3-year 
action plan and a 3-year report. 
 
 
STRATEGY PORTION 
 
Rachel Mazur: Streamline the document. 
 
Response: Within the Strategy, we combined related topics to condense the original 14 topics into 10 topics. For 
example, the new “Topic 3 Developed and Dispersed Recreation Areas” now encompasses campgrounds, picnic 
areas, trailheads, and concentrated use areas. Following this activity, we edited all topic sections to remove 
wordiness and non-essential details. In addition, following Management direction, we removed statements that 
suggested ‘how’ to complete an action (vs. strictly stating the action to be completed). This activity also helped 
streamline the document. 
 
RM: Change the headings from "Topic 2, Objective 2" to something clearer (e.g., "Education Strategy"). 
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Response: As described above, we streamlined the Strategy. Following these edits, we felt the existing labeling 
convention would help keep the document streamlined in appearance and not be overly repetitive. 
 
RM: You might say clearly that the main idea is to protect species by,  1)Avoidance --> 2) Use of Conservation 
Measures --> 3) Mitigations  +   Restoration 
 
Response: To clarify the main idea, we added the following text to the Strategy’s introduction section: 
 
“The overarching goal of the CA is to provide long-term conservation for CA species and their habitats within the 
SMNRA in concert with other resource management activities.” – and – 
 
“Designed to meet the overarching goal of the CA, the Strategy’s recommendations encompass such conservation 
approaches as avoidance of direct and indirect impacts to species and their habitats; development of conservation 
measures; and mitigation and restoration activities.” 
 
We also clarified this concept within “Part A. Purpose and Intent” of the CA. 
 
RM: Please clarify the difference between Tier 1 and Tier 2 species.  
 
Response:  Following a conversation with R. Mazur to clarify our understanding of the concern, as well as 
subsequent conversations with other agency personnel, the Core Team re-wrote the species list introduction to 
read: 
 
The 2011 SMNRA CA and Strategy focus on conservation of the species listed within this section. The signing 
agencies consulted a variety of resources* to select species based primarily on limited distributions and 
conservation concerns. CA species are species that may be at risk to threats and require more conservation 
management than other species. In addition, CA species are either endemic to the Spring Mountains or have 
such a limited or restricted range that the Spring Mountains population(s) play a major role in the range-wide 
viability of the species. For the purposes of prioritization of proactive conservation actions when resources are 
limited, the signing agencies grouped species into two categories, Tier 1 and Tier 2. Tier 1 species are the 
highest priority for proactive conservation given limited resources. Tier 2 species also are a priority when 
additional resources are available. Some recommended actions prioritize a Tier 2 species for specific 
circumstances. Appendix 1 tabularizes all actions recommended for each species, organized by topic. Actions 
recommended within the Strategy also may indirectly benefit other species of interest to the signing agencies; 
Appendix 2 lists these additional species, the recommended actions that may benefit them, and other existing 
conservation strategies or plans that cover them. The list of species in Appendix 2 includes endemic species 
with limited-to-no conservation concerns and species that do not depend solely on the Spring Mountains 
populations for species viability. 
 
* Note: Within Strategy, a footnote lists these resources. 
 
RM: Be clear if this is a list of possible strategies or a required list. 
 
Response: We made the following changes to the Strategy Introduction section:  
 
The “Implementation, Coordination, Assessment, and Adaptation” section outlines the recommended approaches 
desired in implementing the actions within this  for implementing the Strategy, associated monitoring activities, 
and mitigation related to recreational uses it requires in each of the topic areas. 
 
RM:  Are there promises [among the recommended actions] that can’t be kept?  
 
Response: Within each topic area, we changed the heading “Actions” to “Existing Management Direction and 
Recommended Actions.” 
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RM: Be as specific as possible. e.g., 5.1|B (formerly 5.1|B.4 in the review document). 
 
Response: Through the revision process, we retained specific lists such as the one mentioned; we inserted 
references to specific species and locations relevant to any recommended action whenever possible. 
 
RM: Add in White Nosed Syndrome or -- an emergency response protocol for new diseases. 
 
Response: White nose syndrome (WNS) appears in “Topic 1: Environmental Education” as an education topic for 
the climbing community and it is also the subject of the current priority concern under “Topic 4: Other 
Recreational Uses.”  
 
J. Brickey sent R. Mazur an e-mail requesting more information and asking whether WNS should be its own 
separate topic. R. Mazur clarified that information on WNS needs to be highest in priority and should not be 
buried. For 1.1A, WNS appears as the first education area for development. Concerning Topic 4, we separated out 
WNS into its own recommended action and placed it first in the list (4.1|A).  
 
Following this change, we posed the following question to Management: Should we add a new topic to address 
direct or indirect threats such as invasive animals, pests, and diseases? The subject of invasive plants appears in 
the vegetation topic – so would we move these to new topic? 
 
Management responded: No. Instead, we revised the non-native invasive species recommended actions under 
Objective 2.3 to include non-native pest introduction and disease transmission. 
 
 
Adaptive Management 
 
Rachel Mazur: 
Take out the adaptive management explanation. It is dated. 
 
Response: J. Brickey e-mailed R. Mazur requesting clarification on comment. Rachel clarified that defining adaptive 
management is not necessary at this time. The section should be shortened to one paragraph with action items. If 
a flow chart is desired, it needs to be simplified and the lettering needs to be 12pt font at a minimum. 
 
We have drastically revised the original “Adaptive Management” section to include goals and tasks associated with 
“Implementation, Assessment, and Adaptation.” The “Assessment and Adaptation” sub-section now provides a 
very brief rationale for using an adaptive management approach and refers the reader to the SNAP Science and 
Research Strategy. 
 
Andrew Tanner: 
Regarding the second sentence in the paragraph discussing Adaptive Mitigation: Insert “suggested” or 
“recommended” before “Actions.” Also replace “actions” with “recommendations” in bullet 4 under “Action 
Items”   
 
Response: Throughout the document, “actions” have been renamed “Existing Management Direction and 
Recommended Actions.” 
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Coordination Process 
Note:  In the review draft, Coordination Process appeared at the end of the document following the topic 
sections. Following revisions, we added Coordination to the section titled “Implementation, Coordination, 
Assessment, and Adaptive Management,” which appears at the beginning of the Strategy. 
 
Randy Sharp: 
This section seems very rigorous (e.g., if USFWS rejects a USFS biological evaluation, the process starts back to 
zero). Although history might have shown that specifics such as what are written were necessary for the MOA (and 
likely were previously designed for a specific purpose), it would seem that more trust could be involved for the 
purposes of this CA, which is coming about five years after the MOA. 
 
Response: The Coordination Process section was heavily revised. During revisions, this comment was, in part, 
resolved. 
 
Topic 1: Environmental Education 
Note: After revisions, the previous title of this topic “Environmental Education, Interpretation, and Outreach” 
was shortened to “Environmental Education.” 
 
Bob Loudon: 
Add a new action: 
 
Incorporate key broad messages into interpretive programs that will benefit Tier 1 and Tier 2 species; include 
responsible recreation concepts (e.g., staying on trails, camping in designated areas, treading lightly, and 
reducing/preventing introduction of invasive species, etc.).  
 
Response: We added the recommended action as suggested with some minor semantic adjustments. 
 
BL: See suggested revision below. 
 
Original: Identify behaviors relevant to each audience that can be addressed through environmental education, 
interpretation, and outreach programming; determine best practices in the field, such as those designed by S. Ham  
and others, for visitor behavior modification toward resource protection and for generating visitor support for 
conservation actions. 
 
Revise as follows: When species impacts require altering visitor’s behavior, implement best practices in the field, 
such as those designed by S. Ham
6
 and others, for visitor behavior modification. Identify the specific behavior at 
specific locations that are impacting the species. Complete analysis to establish the motivating thoughts and core 
values of the members of this group. Then target specific interpretation to speak to that audience in a way that 
alters the behavior.  
 
Response: We inserted the text shown below as a recommended action, which we further edited to more 
appropriately differentiate between objectives and actions as well as to match the tone of the document. 
 
Objective 
When impacts to species require addressing visitor behavior, implement best practices in the field, such as those 
designed by S. Ham and others.  
 
Recommended Action 
Identify specific groups, behaviors, and locations associated with impacts of concern. Determine the motivating 
thoughts and core values of the members of these groups and target specific education and interpretation efforts 
accordingly. 
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BL: Add a new action:   
 
At developed sites, consistently provide high quality, thematic interpretative programs that visitors find interesting 
and relevant. The aim of these programs is to provoke visitors to think about the significant features and important 
stories of the place. Through their thoughts, visitors make personal connections to the place and these 
connections in turn deepen the experience they came to enjoy. Ultimately, the landscape benefits as this sense of 
connection leads visitors to have less impacts to the area. 
 
Response: We inserted the text shown below as a recommended action, which we further edited to more 
appropriately differentiate between objectives and actions as well as to match the tone of the document. 
We omitted suggested text that the topic introduction covers.  
 
Objective 
Within broader interpretive planning efforts for high quality, thematic interpretative programs, continue 
implementation and delivery of education and outreach regarding conservation of CA species and their habitats. 
 
Jim Hurja: 
Bullet about spring site visitors: Consider adding “and parking” after camping. 
 
Response: Insertion was made as suggested. 
 
Andrew Tanner: 
Bullet about Pet Owners: “Keeping dogs on leashes” is not FS policy. 
 
Response: This item provides an educational message for a specific audience (pet owners) for the benefit of Tier 1 
and Tier 2 species, in areas identified as sensitive to impacts from dogs.  
 
CFR Title 36 Part 261 - Prohibitions  
261.8 Fish and Wildlife  
 
The following are prohibited to the extent Federal or State law is violated:  
(d) Possessing a dog not on a leash or otherwise confined.  
 
Clark County Ordinance - Title 10 
See: http://library.municode.com/index.aspx?clientId=16214&stateId=28&stateName=Nevada 
 
10.36.040 - Restraint and sanitation.  
 
(a) No person owning or having possession of any animal, shall cause, permit or allow the animal to stray, run or in 
any manner be at large.  
 
(Ord. 2088 § 43, 1998: Ord. 1023 § 10 (part), 1987)  
 
"At large" means off the property of the owner and not restrained by leash, cord, or chain or not confined within 
the real property limits of the owner. A pet in a public park shall not be considered to be "at large" if on a leash or 
inside a fenced, designated dog run or with an official club.  
 
(Ord. 1023 § 2 (part), 1987) (Ord. No. 3877, § 1, 6-15-2010)  
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Topic 2: Vegetation/Habitat Restoration 
Note: After revisions, the former Topic 3 Vegetation Management and Habitat Restoration became the new 
Topic 2, with the shortened title: Vegetation/Habitat Restoration. In addition, the new Topic 2 now includes the 
subject of Spring, Stream, and Riparian Systems, which was covered formerly in Topic 8. The subject of the 
previous Topic 2, “Developed Campgrounds, Picnic Areas, and Trailheads” combined with the subject 
“Concentrated Use Areas (CUAs)” to form a new Topic 4, titled “Other Recreational Uses.” 
 
Jim Hurja: 
Regarding 2.1|B.2 (previously 3.1|B.2): GMP 0.36 states A minimum 5 snags per acre in late seral stages of P-J, 
Mixed conifer, and Bristlecone pine communities. It also leads off by retaining "all snags that do not pose a threat 
to public safety...." I do not know where the "2.47 acre (sic)" came from. It should be cited if you want to retain 
that figure. 
 
Response: The citation originally placed at the end of bullet is now also inserted after the sentence in question. 
“Acre” was changed to “acres.” 
 
JH: Regarding 2.2|E (previously 8.1|E): Restore and enhance functional-at-risk and non-functional spring/riparian 
systems with Tier 1 and Tier 2 species. Focus restoration activities on the habitat needs of these species….” — Has 
PFC assessments been conducted on these springs to determine whether they are "at risk" or "non-functioning." 
They may have on BLM lands but I don't know of any on SMNRA springs/riparian zones.   
 
Response: To our knowledge there have not been PFC assessments. However, this action follows 2.2|A: Conduct 
inventory and monitoring to assess spring/stream health…). Once assessment is complete, restoration needs can 
be determined. 
 
JH: Regarding 2.2|G (previously 8.1|G): Discourage development of and increased use of springs and riparian 
systems (e.g., Three Springs, Mary Jane Falls Spring, Mummy Springs), Mack’s Canyon, Deer Creek, Cold Creek, and 
Willow Creek) to conserve moonworts and pyrgs (SMNRA 1996 GMP Standard 0.3 and Guideline 12.6). – Add the 
statement “...as applicable under state water rights law.” 
 
Response: We have revised 2.2|G as follows:  
 
Work with any legally appropriated water rights holders to minimize impacts to springs and riparian systems (e.g., 
Three Springs, Mary Jane Falls Spring, Mummy Springs, Mack’s Canyon, Deer Creek, Cold Creek, and Willow Creek) 
to conserve moonworts and pyrgs. 
 
JH: The second sentence of the following action needs rewording: “2.4|E (previously 3.3|E) When deemed 
necessary, revegetate or restore after a fire to provide for species habitat in the long term. The short-term goal of 
BAER for erosion control or minimizing the spread of non-native, invasive species is part of a long-term 
restoration/revegetation plan to return suitable habitat to the species that previously utilized it.” The primary 
goals of BAER are, in this order, 1. Protect Life, 2. Protect property, 3. Protect resources. The objective of BAER is to 
minimize erosion to protect life, property and resources which includes the introduction and spread of non-native 
invasive and noxious weeds and to facilitate in the restoration of the soil resource and response of the native 
vegetation to its pre-burn state.   
 
Response: We reworded the action as follows:  
 
Integrate fire and BAER-management activities into implementation of the NRA-wide vegetation management and 
habitat restoration plan. When deemed necessary, revegetate or restore after a fire to provide for CA species 
habitat in the long term. 
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Andrew Tanner: 
Regarding 2.2|G (previously 8.1|G) – Even with existing water rights? 
 
Response: Addressed. See above comment and response to Jim Hurja regarding this recommended action. 
 
Julia Richardson: 
For 2.1|B.1 (previously 3.1|B.1) – Aspen Stands 
 
Change "Expand or restore mid seral aspen stands" to "Restore aspen stands to mimic historic range of variation."  
Provencher's report from which the Appendix 5 table came relies upon historic range of variation. Also, while we 
may want to lean towards targeting a specific seral stage, it is best to not list a single seral stage. The 'B' column in 
the table does not represent mid-seral for aspen stands but rather early seral stages. 
 
Response: We have edited the overarching 2.1B to include the following statements: 
 
“Target the natural or historic range of variability to the extent achievable or appropriate within anticipated shifts 
resulting from climate change. The following action items (2.1|B.1—6) consist of vegetation management priorities 
that may be pursued toward achieving the targets in Appendix 5 as needs in key areas and opportunities (i.e., 
funding) arise. Include these actions, as appropriate, in the plan.” 
 
We moved the table referenced in the comment to Appendix 5, and added the following sentence to its 
introduction: “For Seral Aspen, the natural range of variability categories ‘A’ and ‘B’ represent early seral stages for 
aspen.” 
 
JR: For 2.1|B.2 (previously 3.1|B.2) – Ponderosa Pine Woodlands  
 
Remove the word "Woodlands" from the title. In the text, change "woodlands" to "stages." Replace the first 
sentence with: "Restore ponderosa pine to mimic historic range of variation. Move late seral closed stages towards 
open seral stages to improve habitat suitability and increase the fire resilience of ponderosa pine forests."  
 
Similar edits as those for 2.1|B.2 are recommended for 2.1|B.3 and 2.1|B.4. 
 
Response:  We adjusted the text as suggested. 
 
Topic 3: Developed and Dispersed Recreation Areas 
 
Carol Hotchkiss:  
The introductory paragraph of the topic makes the following statement: “In recreation management, emphasis is 
placed on conservation of native species and ecological processes in sensitive habitats.” Emphasis should be placed 
on keeping users in designated, developed sites and trails and providing for conservation of species primarily 
outside of the developed recreation site boundaries. Is the last sentence a vision statement? How are potential 
conflicts resolved? Need some clarification here. 
 
Response: To clarify the document’s intended focus on sensitive species and habitats, the paragraph’s first has 
been re-worded as follows: “In sensitive habitats, especially areas of concentrated endemism, recreation 
management enables conservation of CA species and ecological processes by providing a framework for keeping 
visitors within designated campgrounds, picnic areas, and trailheads.” 
 
The last sentence was revised to read, “This topic aims to blend the needs of people and environmental values in 
such a way that SMNRA represents diverse, healthy, productive, and sustainable ecosystems.” Resolution of 
conflicts is described within the topic’s Existing Management Direction and Recommended Action(s) sections.   
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Jim Hurja: 
Within the CUA topic introduction: “negative impacts” or “adverse impacts” sounds better than “costly impacts.” 
Response: We deleted the word “costly” from the CUA introductory text when CUAs were integrated into this 
topic. 
 
Bob Loudon: 
Add a new action:   
 
Nurture visitor’s sensitivity to the place and a culture of giving at the developed sites so that visitors help each 
other and the surrounding ecosystem. Do this through setting a tone of welcoming visitors to participate in being 
part of the place and providing programming and graphic imagery to help visitors make intellectual and emotional 
connections to the place. Train and coach campground hosts to establish a feeling of welcoming for visitors and a 
sense of responsibility for the place and a feeling of community where visitors work together to enjoy and care for 
the place.    
 
Response: We added the text below to the listing of priority audiences and corresponding messages within Topic 1 
(see 1.1|A), which upon review, was felt to be the best location for the suggested information. We abridged the 
text to match the tone of the document. 
 
Campground hosts | Inform hosts of the importance of using agency-provided educational practices and programs 
to establish within visitors an emotional connection to the area and instill a sense of responsibility for its care. 
 
Rachel Mazur: 
Check sentences – some don’t make sense – e.g., “Maintain limited disturbance from trails, regulate dispersed 
camping, allow non-motorized trail use only to protect butterfly habitat, including host-plant species (i.e., for 
acastus checkerspot, Morand’s checkerspot, Mt. Charleston blue, Spring Mountains icarioides blue, Spring 
Mountains dark blue ) in the following areas: Middle Kyle and Kyle Campground.” 
 
Response: R. Mazur’s comment applies to the entire document. We have re-edited the document for clarity in 
response to her suggestion. We revised the text to help simplify actions and to maintain consistent wording 
conventions throughout the document.  
 
Andrew Tanner: 
Regarding “Objective 1: Provide habitat for Tier 1 and Tier 2 species, where possible, in developed recreational 
sites and administration areas to augment or maintain key populations.”  — Is that our goal or objective? 
 
Response: We revised the objective as follows: 
 
Maintain and enhance habitat for CA species whose population viability depends upon the area within developed 
recreational sites and administration areas. 
 
AT: Regarding “Use the guidelines outlined in the “Adaptive Mitigation for Recreation Uses” (see Appendix 3) to 
resolve potential conflicts between recreation use and Tier 1 and Tier 2 species…” — Delete “potential.” 
 
Response: Deletion made as suggested. In addition, “resolve” was changed to “assist with resolving.” 
 
AT: Regarding 3.1|B.2 (previously 2.1|B.2): “Determine whether the recreational site is critical for Tier 1 and Tier 2 
species population and habitat viability….” — The terms “Determine” and “critical” are questioned. 
 
Response: We integrated 3.1|B.2 into 3.1|A and 3.1|B, and clarified the recommended actions as shown below. By 
including further explanation, we could remove the term “critical.” We needed to keep “determine” as the action 
verb since the information described needs to be established before any additional conservation action can be 
made. 
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3.1|A Survey existing recreational sites and adjacent areas to determine the population extents of CA species and 
identify potential impacts. Determine the extent to which population viability depends upon the portion of the 
population that occurs within the site. 
 
3.1|B Determine whether enhancement of other portions of the population or habitat can minimize the loss of 
viability from management of developed sites. If the area in use by the population that overlaps with development 
remains important for population viability, incorporate conservation measures for these species in vegetation 
management, renovation, and operation and maintenance plans when they are developed or renewed. See also 
TOPIC 2|VEGETATION/HABITAT RESTORATION 
 
AT: Regarding 3.1|B (previously 2.1|B.5) listing of species warranting further study: Acastus checkerspot – Known? 
Or just rabbit brush? Mt. Charleston blue – Populations or just host plant? 
 
Response: To clarify, “and nectar/host plants” was added next to the butterfly species. 
 
AT: Regarding the recommended action: Close the Deer Creek Picnic Area following establishment of replacement-
picnic-site capacity at the Middle Kyle Canyon Complex (SMNRA 1996 GMP Guideline 0.135 and Objective 11.5) to 
protect riparian habitat, moonworts, Carole’s fritillary, Nevada admiral, and Palmer’s chipmunk. —Pretty 
prescriptive and closure may not benefit habitat without other measures due to the parking and lack of water. 
 
Response: This recommended action comes from the GMP; inclusion here ties it to the species it will protect. 
 
Topic 4: Other Recreational Uses 
Note: The revised document combined Topic 7 Caves and Climbing Areas and Topic 13 Snowplay to create a new 
Topic 4 Other Recreational Uses. 
  
Andrew Tanner: 
Regarding topic introduction to Caves and Climbing Areas —If vision, replace “should” with “is.” (caves) 
 
Response: Topic 7 “Caves and Climbing Areas” was integrated into Topic 4 “Other Recreational Uses.” We heavily 
revised the introductory paragraph, and the word in question is no longer present within the text. 
 
AT: Regarding the previous 4.1|B.1 second bullet — OHV groups are not necessarily the most frequent “user.” 
  
Response: We deleted the bullet in question; recommending enlistment of the help of a user group states how to 
accomplish the recommended action.  
 
AT: Regarding 3.2|B.2 - second bullet (previously 4.1|B.2 – second bullet) Wilderness? 
 
Response: Pending further clarification. This comment was attached to the text “Promote the Weed-free Hay 
Program.” 
 
AT: Regarding 3.2|C  (previously 4.1|D) At the time of signing of this agreement, areas where efforts should be 
focused to benefit Tier 1 and Tier 2 species are listed below. — Good suggestion but needs to be worded as such; 
replace “should” with “may.” 
 
Response: The phrase in question was deleted to correspond with wording conventions used in other parts of the 
document. 
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AT: 
Regarding topic introduction – Enforcing snow-cover requirement is difficult. How is snow play discouraged? How 
do partnerships assist? Prescriptive. 
 
Response: The originally separate topic “Snow Play” (previously Topic 13) was integrated into “Topic 4 Other 
Recreational Uses.” In the process, the introductory text changed dramatically and the statements that spurred the 
questions above were no longer present. 
 
AT: Regarding “4.3|A (previously 13.1|C) Designate Foxtail, Old Mill, Lee Meadows, the LVSSR-permit area, and the 
Middle Kyle Complex as snow-play areas. Arrange for the appropriate management of these areas through 
concessions or other methods. Enforce closure of remaining areas to snow play in Lee Canyon and Kyle Canyon.”  – 
Hard. No parking. McWilliams? Old ski tow/upper Kyle. Middle Kyle Complex is not appropriate for snow play. 
Winter use, yes, but not snow consistency.  
 
Response: We re-worded this action, as shown below, to reflect emphasis on species rather than on the 
designation of areas. 
 
Designate snow-play areas and arrange for the appropriate management of these areas through concessions or 
other methods to adjust visitor use and minimize impacts to CA species and their habitats. Enforce closure of 
remaining areas to snow play in Lee Canyon and Kyle Canyon. 
 
AT: Regarding 4.3|D (previously 13.1|D) regarding the recommended action to establish minimum snow-cover 
requirement to protect CA species.  – Done. 12 in. new. 8 in. packed to close. 
 
Response: J. Brickey e-mailed A. Tanner requesting a citation. Citation was not provided, and the core team has yet 
to find one. 
 
Topic 5: Motorized and Non-motorized Transportation and Trails Systems 
Note: After revisions, the new Topic 5 combined the previous “trails-related” Topics 5 (motorized) and 6 (non-
motorized). 
 
Andrew Tanner: 
Title: A. Tanner questioned the word “paved” [in the original title]. 
 
Response: We have revised the topic title to “Motorized and Non-motorized Transportation and Trails Systems” 
and it no longer includes the word “paved.” 
 
AT: Regarding the topic introduction — The sentence on partners is questioned. Nothing formal…NDOT etc., does 
what they want on their ROW. 
 
Response: We heavily revised the topic introduction and removed the sentence on partners in the process. 
 
AT: Regarding 5.1|A (previously 5.1|A)  — “Revisit the MVUM at the agreed upon intervals…” What is this? We can 
annually but don’t have to? 
 
Response:   We reworded the first sentence of this action as follows: 
 
“Through the MVUM process for updating the motorized transportation system, re-evaluate impacts to CA species 
and their habitats and the need to adjust the transportation system to minimize potential conflicts.” 
 
AT: Regarding 5.1|D (previously 5.1|D) — “Outside the road prism…” Isn’t NEPA required?  
“…agreements with both Clark and Nye Counties…” We don’t have any do we? NDOT, County? 
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Response: Pending. 
 
AT: Regarding 5.1|E (previously 5.1|E) — Good in principle what if that is the best? 
 
Response: No change deemed necessary at this time. 
 
AT: Regarding 5.2|A.1 bullet 2 (previously 6.1|A.3): Allow bicycle and equestrian use only on established and/or 
designated roads and trails (SMNRA 1996 GMP Standard 0.66)…” —Cross country travel restrictions? Wild 
horse/game trails? 
 
Response: No change required. 
 
AT: Regarding 5.2|A.1 bullet 3 (previously 6.1|A.4):  —Good idea (hasn’t been a problem that I know of) 
 
Response: No change required. 
 
AT: Regarding 5.2|A.1 bullet 5 (previously 6.1|A.5): —User trails now? 
 
Response: “Develop” was replaced with “Develop or designate user-created” 
 
AT: Regarding 5.2|A.1 bullet 6 (previously 6.1|A.6): —Add “as problems arise…” to the end of the sentence. 
 
Response: We heavily revised this bullet as follows: 
 
“Manage system trails that cause resource damage to reduce damage and restrict use to a single trail (SMNRA 
1996 GMP Guideline 0.123). Consider realignment if necessary and feasible prior to closures. Develop or designate 
user-created trails leading into climbing areas as appropriate to provide for public safety and resource protection 
(SMNRA 1996 GMP Guideline 0.108). See also TOPIC 4|OTHER RECREATIONAL USES.” 
 
AT: Regarding 5.2|B (previously 6.1|B.4) —Mary Jane? 
 
Response: Gary Abbot campground is a dispersed campsite off the old Bristlecone trail. 
 
Topic 6: Wild Horses and Burros 
Note:  Wild Horses and Burros were previously covered in Topic 9. Following revisions, they became the new 
Topic 6. 
 
No comments received to date; however some general/grammatical edits have been made to this Topic since the 
Review Draft was distributed. 
 
Topic 7: Acquisitions, Easements, and Rights of Way 
Note:  Acquisitions, Easements, and Rights of Way were previously covered in Topic 10. Following revisions, they 
became the new Topic 7. 
 
Andrew Tanner: 
Regarding topic introduction – Too specific…also exchanges are legally difficult at this juncture barring 
congressional clarification of the Act. The last sentence of the introduction is too specific. Acquisition of lands 
suited for recreation could ease the burden…(insert “could”). 
 
Response: We revised the section introduction to address the comment. 
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AT: Regarding 7.1|A Cold Creek South (previously 10.1|A.2) — We have an easement on Cold Creek. 200 m on 
either side of stream channel. 
 
Response: There is a 200-foot stream easement along Cold Creek, but it is currently unclear the purpose of this 
easement. Pending further investigation (J. Brickey). 
 
Jim Hurja: 
Regarding 7.1|A Lady of the Snow and Clark Canyon (previously 10.1|A.2) — I didn't think the property in Clark 
Canyon was subdivided. There are only two pieces of private property and they may be under a single owner. This 
sentence is a repeat of the Lady of the Snow statement, which is correct. 
 
Response: We altered the Clark Canyon text as shown below. 
 
Clark Canyon | Egg milkvetch and Palmer’s chipmunk occupy the largest private parcel in Clark Canyon, making it 
the most important. Establishment of a conservation easement may be more practical and could benefit the egg 
milkvetch the most. 
 
Topic 8: Special Use Permit Areas 
Note:  The Strategy previously covered Special Use Permit Areas in Topic 12. Following revisions, this topic 
became Topic 8. 
 
Andrew Tanner: 
Regarding topic introduction “Special-use permits allow changes in the facilities or increase in the scope or 
intensity of the permitted activity only when authorized by the USFS.” – USFS already does this.  
 
Response: We have heavily revised the introductory text.  
 
AT: Regarding 8.2|B  (previously 12.2|B) – Work with LVSSR to maintain the integrity and ecosystem function of 
the Three Springs area within Upper Lee Canyon by maintaining species diversity and water flow.”  – What is the 
requirement here?  
 
Response: We added the statement “See Topic 2| Vegetation/Habitat Management.” 
 
AT: Regarding 8.2|C (previously 12.2|C) – Define critical. 
 
Response: We revised wording as follows: “Determine whether the permitted area is necessary for maintaining the 
resiliency of CA species populations and habitat viability. If so, develop and implement specific measures to 
minimize impacts to these species that includes management and operation activities within the special-use 
permit area.” We removed the word critical. 
 
 
Topic 9: Data Management and Inventory and Monitoring 
Note:  Inventory and Monitoring was previously the subject of Topic 14. Following revisions, Data Management 
was added and the contents became the new Topic 9. 
 
Jim Hurja: 
Regarding 9.2|A.2 (previously 14.1|A) – Using FIA protocols limits us in using other accepted monitoring protocols.   
 
Response: We deleted “FIA Monitoring” from the recommended action. 
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Bob Louden: 
Add something about citizen science to this topic. Establish a volunteer program of citizen scientists to monitor 
flora and fauna and provide restoration services. This group functions as a learning community and has a 
leadership structure to train new volunteers and organize teams for specific monitoring functions.  
 
Response: Because B. Loudon’s suggested text provides direction on how to accomplish an activity, we could not 
add it to the recommended action. 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 3: Adaptive Mitigation for Recreation Uses 
 
Carol Hotchkiss:  
This sentence does not make sense to me. “These guidelines apply to all existing and new recreation sites and uses 
whenever a conflict between uses or sensitive resources is detected. Sensitive resources include threatened, 
endangered, proposed, candidate, and sensitive species and habitats, riparian habitats, soil and watersheds, 
heritage resources, user conflicts, or other resources.” 
 
Response: We modified the text as follows: 
 
“These guidelines apply to all existing and new recreation sites and uses following detection of a conflict between 
uses and sensitive resources. Sensitive resources include CA species and threatened, endangered, proposed, 
candidate, and sensitive species and habitats, riparian habitats, soil and watersheds, or other resources. “ 
    
CH: In reference to 2. Perimeter Control, first bullet: And “where feasible.”  We cannot control how many people 
show up at Lee Meadows on a nice snowy day.  We know this from experience. 
 
Response: We modified the bullet as follows: 
 
“Modify visitor access to manage use. Install and maintain fencing or other barriers to redirect visitors and protect 
sensitive resource areas as appropriate. Limit the number of users at the site or area.” 
 
CH:  
 
In reference to sub-section 3. Presence: ‘“Redirection of use” should be in here as number 3 or 4.’ 
 
In reference to sub-section 4. Direct Action: 
 
--  First bullet: This seems inconsistent with our designation as a National Recreation Area. 
 --  Third bullet: This is the definition of a developed campground, I don’t understand the point of restricting 
visitor use where visitor use is already restricted. 
--   Fourth bullet: Would we really close a functioning developed recreation site on the NRA under an agreement 
like this? We’ve already assessed the sites that should be decommissioned (Deer Creek, Archery Range) and 
are working toward that. Threatening to close other developed rec sites seems draconian and unrealistic.   
 
Response:  On behalf of the Core Team, J. Brickey e-mailed the following response to C. Hotchkiss:  
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“Regarding the Adaptive Mitigations appendix, we took the wording verbatim from the Southern California Forest 
Plan. We will speak with upper level management (Kevin, Stephanie, and Randy) about your concerns with 
adopting that plan verbatim.” 
 
Following the upper level management’s meeting, we kept the text as-is except to adjust grammar.  The actions 
are listed in order of least involved to most involved with the least involved (least restrictive) actions to be 
implemented first. The process recommends to progress to a more restrictive action only when the least involved 
actions are unsuccessful. The actions in question are lowest on the list because they are the most involved from 
management’s perspective.   
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Oreohelix handi (Pilsbry and Ferriss 1918) 
Spring mountainsnail 
Gastropoda — Stylommatophora — Oreohelicidae 
 
Status Designation 
 Current Global and Nevada State Rank:  G1 SNR  
 Nevada Natural Heritage Program: Listed on the “At-risk Plant and Animal List (September 2009)”  
 
Distribution 
Range-wide Distribution: NV1  
 
Distribution in the Spring Mountains NRA: Known only from the Spring and Potosi Mountains, Clark County, 
Nevada. Following the 1916 collection of Ferriss, subsequent specimens were also collected and catalogued in 
1930, 1942, and 1947. Six sets of O. handi specimens and one set of O. handi jaegeri Berry are housed at the 
Academy of Natural Sciences Museum in Philadelphia2 (ANSP). Other specimens may be found within the zoology 
collection of the Museum of Natural History3 at the University of Colorado at Boulder. The type specimen is 
thought to be currently held at ANSP, however, the catalog number for the type specimen reported by Pilsbry in 
1939 (ANSP 115521), references O. betheli, an unrelated species from Colorado. Known specimen locations are 
listed below in Table 1 and mapped in Figure 1. 
 
Table 1 
Collector/ Collection Year Location, publication, and catalog details as available 
Ferriss 1916  Charleston Mountain (ANSP 115527) 
Ferriss 1917  
 
 Charleston Mountain (Charleston Peak) – Type locality; collection was done for about a 
mile southward from Griffith’s Hotel4 at elevations from 9,000 to 9,500 feet (Pilsbry and 
Ferriss 1917; Pilsbry 1918). 
 Charleston Mountain (ANSP 115223 and 115224) 
Jaeger 1928  McFarland Spring, Charleston Mountains at 9,200 feet (Berry 1931; Pilsbry 1939). 
Jaeger 1930  North slope of Potosi Mountain, 1 mile west of the main peak at 7,500 feet (Pilsbry 1939; 
ANSP 152600) 
Corkey 1942  Charleston Mountains (ANSP 178901) 
Walton 1947  Charleston Mountains (ANSP 311218) 
Ports 1997  Entrance to Big Falls Canyon; shells only (Ports 2010) 
Ports 2000  Deer Creek drainage below Mahogany Creek (Ports 2010) 
Ports 2006  Maize Canyon above Cathedral Rock (Ports 2010) 
Ports 2010  Little Falls Canyon (Ports 2010) 
Ports 2010  Trail Canyon Trail and north-facing slope off trail (Ports 2010) 
Ports 2010  Mary Jane Falls Trail (Ports 2010) 
 
Habitat 
Scant information is available concerning specific habitat for O. handi. Site conditions described for the original O. 
handi collections state that individuals were found from 7,500 to 9,500 feet elevation. One site was McFarland 
Spring (9,200 feet) another was described as a north slope of Potosi Mountain (7,500 feet) where individuals were 
                                                            
1  Note that NatureServe indicates that the distribution of this species is CA and NV, but the literature does not indicate any historical findings 
in CA. However, with genetic analyses, it could be discovered that genetically identical Oreohelicidae exist in both states. 
2  To view specimen details, go to http://clade.ansp.org/malacology/collections/index.html and enter search term “Oreohelix handi” for taxon. 
3  http://cumuseum.colorado.edu/Research/Zoology/zoology_coll_molluscs.html 
4  In 1939, the Griffths Hotel was located located near the current Mt. Charleston Lodge at what is now the site of the Mt. Charleston Public 
Library. 
 2010 Jennell M. Miller | UNLV Public Lands Institute / Draft initiated by Doug Middlebrook, USFS  2 
found among fir needles and limestone fragments (Berry 1931; Pilsbry 1939). In general, the genus Oreohelix 
appears to prefer vegetated habitats and talus slopes with sufficient soil moisture and calcium (e.g., from 
limestone or other rock types and/or soil sources).  
 
Life History 
 
Little is known about the specifics of the life history of O. handi, an approximately 10 mm land snail. Oreohelicids 
are a family of terrestrial pulmonate gastropod mollusks (i.e., air-breathing land snails), in the clade Eupulmonata 
(Bouchet and Rocroi 2005). The genus Oreohelix is hermaphroditic (Pilsbry 1939) but not self-fertilizing. Embryos 
are brooded internally after fertilization until birth (i.e., ovoviviparous), giving birth to only five or six offspring, 
normally once each summer. Colonies may be local and small. Oreohelicids become dormant during dry periods 
(i.e., aestivate).  
 
Ecological significance 
Regarding ecological significance, land snails typically serve as decomposers (reviewed in Harris 2008). However, a 
small snail such as O. handi would likely not provide much decomposition activity if colony size and the number of 
colonies are very low. Land snails are a food source and source of supplemental calcium to animals (e.g., birds and 
small mammals) who consume them. However, population size for a particular land snail group and the number of 
species using them for this purpose determine relative significance within the food web (i.e., a tiny, local 
population likely would not serve as a significant source of dietary calcium).  
 
Measures 
Unknown 
 
Current Conditions 
The complete status of O. handi is uncertain; in 2010, live specimens and empty shells were observed in various 
locations within Kyle Canyon (Ports 2010). See Ports’ (2010) report and Table 1 and Figure 1 of this document. 
 
Threats 
Research has not yet established threats for this specific Oreohelicid species. However, land snails, in general, 
depend on suitable habitat, available food sources, and moisture. Habitat loss and degradation (e.g., by fire, 
grazing, recreation, and development) are likely threats to O. handi as well. Because Oreohelicids have been found 
at the bases of cliffs, monitoring of climbing areas and their approaches should include monitoring for this species’ 
presence. Changes to overall and seasonal air and soil temperatures and to precipitation such as by climate change 
are also of concern (relevant information on this topic could possibly be derived from the Spring Mountains NRA 
Soil Climate Characterization Project). If the species is highly specialized in its diet, introduction of invasive 
vegetation species that out-compete vegetation and detrital matter necessary to O. handi, possibly, could serve as 
an additional and catastrophic threat. Because land snails require calcium for shell-building and other processes 
(Heller and Magaritz 1983), acid deposition (e.g., acid rain) would be detrimental.  
 
Recommended Efforts 
Immediate information needs for conservation efforts include population inventory and monitoring (including 
assessment of the condition of the originally identified colony, if possible) followed by assessment of life history, 
habitat needs, and sensitivity to disturbance. The most cautious approach would be to decrease disturbance to any 
found populations of O. handi until further information is obtained.  
 
In other locations, members of the Oreohelix genus serve as a management indicators (e.g., O. cooperi in Black 
Hills National Forest, Anderson 2005 and FWS 2008; see also Harris 2008 for a discussion on the use of land snails 
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as indicator species in Alberta, Canada). Anderson (2005) represents an example of a comprehensive technical 
assessment for an Oreohelicid.  
 
It is important to note that taxonomy for many land-snail species can be unclear at the species and sub-species 
level. In fact, O. handi is described by Pilsbry (1917) to be closely related to O. Yavapai5 and O. Hemiphilli6 
eurekensis. Then, Pilsbry (1939) indicates that O. handi is “a member of the O. hemphilli group” and later in the 
same article as “related to O. hemphilli and O. eurekensis7, but differ*ing+ from both…” in shell morphology. He 
speculates that eurekensis and handi may be subspecies of hemphilli, but indicates that further study is needed. 
Additionally, O. handi jaegeri Berry is another land snail identified (Berry 1931; mentioned in Pilsbry 1939) on 
Charleston Mountain on the detrital ridge west of the Griffiths Hotel8 (7,500 ft), “but is much larger in size” at 14-
16 mm compared to O. handi. Berry (1931) added the name jaegeri, after the collector of this organism, because it 
seemed unlikely that both could be O. handi, due to their differing size and shell differences; the rationale for 
Berry’s placement of jaegeri as a sub-species of handi is not stated. 
 
It has recently been shown that environmental factors can account for character variation among oreohelicids, as 
Anderson (2007) found among morphologically distinct, but genetically identical colonies of O. cooperi in the Rocky 
Mountains. Meanwhile, O. californica9 (Berry 1931) appears to be very similar to O. handi (reviewed in Ports 2004). 
mtDNA analysis can provide clarification in regard to taxonomic appraisal. Genetic and geographical relationships 
(i.e., biogeography) among oreohelicids -- traditionally determined through shell, tooth, and genital morphology -- 
can be further assessed by combining DNA analyses and ecological niche modeling (Weaver 2006). O. handi is one 
of a variety of Great Basin Oreohelicids undergoing DNA analyses for a phylogenetic study (K. Weaver, pers. 
comm., 2010) 
 
Listing of Oreohelix land snail / land snail ecology experts (not exhaustive) 
 Tamara Anderson (tamara.anderson@ucolorado.edu) Adjunct Curator at University of Colorado Museum 
 Rob Guralnick (robert.guralnick@colorado.edu) University of Colorado Boulder – Boulder, CO 
 Mark Ports (ports@frontiernet.net) Great Basin College (ret.) – Elko, NV 
 Kathleen Weaver (kweaver@laverne.edu) University of La Verne – La Verne, CA 
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  results	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  College	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  described	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(2010),	  including	  negative	  findings,	  shells	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Oreohelix handi jaegeri Berry   
Spring mountainsnail 
Gastropoda — Stylommatophora — Oreohelicidae 
 
Status Designation 
 Current Global and Nevada State Rank:  not listed 
 Nevada Natural Heritage Program: not listed 
 
Distribution 
Range-wide Distribution: CA and NV  
 
Distribution in the Spring Mountains NRA: One set of O. handi jaegeri Berry are housed at the Academy of Natural 
Sciences Museum in Philadelphia1 (ANSP; 161522).  
 
 
Habitat 
Scant information is available concerning specific habitat for O. handi. The above listed collection of O. handi 
jaegeri Berry was discovered at a ridge west of Griffiths Hotel2. In general, the genus Oreohelix appears to prefer 
vegetated habitats and talus slopes with sufficient soil moisture and calcium (e.g., from limestone or other rock 
types and/or soil sources).  
 
Life History 
 
Little is known about the specifics of the life history of O. handi jaegeri Berry, an approximately 14-16 mm land 
snail. Oreohelicids are a family of terrestrial pulmonate gastropod mollusks (i.e., air-breathing land snails), in the 
clade Eupulmonata (Bouchet and Rocroi 2005). The genus Oreohelix is hermaphroditic (Pilsbry 1939) but not self-
fertilizing. Embryos are brooded internally after fertilization until birth (i.e., ovoviviparous), giving birth to only five 
or six offspring, normally once each summer. Colonies may be local and small. Oreohelicids become dormant 
during dry periods (i.e., aestivate).  
 
Ecological significance 
Regarding ecological significance, land snails typically serve as decomposers (reviewed in Harris 2008). However, a 
small snail such as O. handi spp. would likely not provide much decomposition activity if colony size and the 
number of colonies are very low. Land snails are a food source and source of supplemental calcium to animals 
(e.g., birds and small mammals) who consume them. However, population size for a particular land snail group and 
the number of species using them for this purpose determine relative significance within the food web (i.e., a tiny, 
local population likely would not serve as a significant source of dietary calcium).  
 
Measures 
Unknown 
 
Current Conditions 
The current status of O. handi jaegeri Berry is uncertain. 
                                                            
1  To view specimen details, go to http://clade.ansp.org/malacology/collections/index.html and enter search term “Oreohelix handi” for taxon. 
2   In 1939, the Griffths Hotel was located near the current Mt. Charleston Lodge at what is now the site of the Mt. Charleston Public Library. 
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Threats 
Research has not yet established threats for this specific Oreohelicid species. However, land snails, in general, 
depend on suitable habitat, available food sources, and moisture. Habitat loss and degradation (e.g., by fire, 
grazing, recreation, and development) are likely threats to O. handi as well. Because Oreohelicids have been found 
at the bases of cliffs, monitoring of climbing areas and their approaches should include monitoring for this species’ 
presence. Changes to overall and seasonal air and soil temperatures and to precipitation such as by climate change 
are also of concern (relevant information on this topic could possibly be derived from the Spring Mountains NRA 
Soil Climate Characterization Project). If the species is highly specialized in its diet, introduction of invasive 
vegetation species that out-compete vegetation and detrital matter necessary to O. handi jaegeri Berry, possibly, 
could serve as an additional and catastrophic threat. Because land snails require calcium for shell-building and 
other processes (Heller and Magaritz 1983), acid deposition (e.g., acid rain) would be detrimental.  
 
Recommended Efforts 
Immediate information needs for conservation efforts include population inventory and monitoring (including 
assessment of the condition of the originally identified colony, if possible) followed by assessment of life history, 
habitat needs, and sensitivity to disturbance. The most cautious approach would be to decrease disturbance to any 
found populations of O. handi jaegeri Berry until further information is obtained.  
 
In other locations, members of the Oreohelix genus serve as a management indicators (e.g., O. cooperi in Black 
Hills National Forest, Anderson 2005 and FWS 2008; see also Harris 2008 for a discussion on the use of land snails 
as indicator species in Alberta, Canada). Anderson (2005) represents an example of a comprehensive technical 
assessment for an Oreohelicid.  
 
It is important to note that taxonomy for many land-snail species can be unclear at the species and sub-species 
level. In fact, O. handi is described by Pilsbry (1917) to be closely related to O. Yavapai3 and O. Hemiphilli4 
eurekensis. Then, Pilsbry (1939) indicates that O. handi is “a member of the O. hemphilli group” and later in the 
same article as “related to O. hemphilli and O. eurekensis5, but differ*ing+ from both…” in shell morphology. He 
speculates that eurekensis and handi may be subspecies of hemphilli, but indicates that further study is needed. 
Additionally, O. handi jaegeri Berry is another land snail identified (Berry 1931; mentioned in Pilsbry 1939) on 
Charleston Mountain on the detrital ridge west of the Griffiths Hotel6 (7,500 ft), “but is much larger in size” at 14-
16 mm compared to O. handi. Berry (1931) added the name jaegeri, after the collector of this organism, because it 
seemed unlikely that both could be O. handi, due to their differing size and shell differences; the rationale for 
Berry’s placement of jaegeri as a sub-species (vs. separate species) of handi  is not stated. 
 
It has recently been shown that environmental factors can account for character variation among oreohelicids, as 
Anderson (2007) found among morphologically distinct, but genetically identical colonies of O. cooperi in the Rocky 
Mountains. Meanwhile, O. californica7 (Berry 1931) appears to be very similar to O. handi (reviewed in Ports 2004). 
mtDNA analysis can provide clarification in regard to taxonomic appraisal. Genetic and geographical relationships 
(i.e., biogeography) among oreohelicids -- traditionally determined through shell, tooth, and genital morphology -- 
can be further assessed by combining DNA analyses and ecological niche modeling (Weaver 2006).  
 
Listing of Oreohelix land snail / land snail ecology experts (not exhaustive) 
 Tamara Anderson (tamara.anderson@ucolorado.edu) Adjunct Curator at University of Colorado Museum 
                                                            
3 Subspecies of O. yavapai are found in Arizona, Montana, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming (Pilsbry 1933). 
4 O. hemphilli is found in Nevada within 16 ranges of the Great Basin and in Utah (reviewed in Ports 2004). 
5 O. eurekensis is found in the East Tinctic Mountains, Utah. 
6  In 1939, the Griffths Hotel was located near the current Mt. Charleston Lodge at what is now the site of the Mt. Charleston Public Library. 
7 O. californica is found on Clark Mountain, California. 
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 Rob Guralnick (robert.guralnick@colorado.edu) University of Colorado Boulder – Boulder, CO 
 Mark Ports (ports@frontiernet.net) Great Basin College (ret.) – Elko, NV 
 Kathleen Weaver (kweaver@laverne.edu) University of La Verne – La Verne, CA 
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